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14.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088, 15089 and 15132 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Rancho Palos Verdes has prepared
the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

This Comments and Response section combined with the Draft EIR, which was
circulated from February 6, 2001 to April 6, 2001, make up the Final Program EIR.
Any additional City recommendations or requirements during the certification
process will make up the final components of this EIR.

The following is an excerpt from the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132:

“The Final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The Draft EIR or a version of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on
the Draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

This Comments and Responses section includes all of the above required
components and shall be attached to the revised Draft EIR to make up the Final
EIR.  Each comment letter is followed by the corresponding responses.  A response
is provided for each comment raising significant environmental issues, as received
by the City during the Draft EIR review period.  Added or modified text is shaded
( ) while deleted text is striked out (example).
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1  It should be noted that this comment letter was received after the close of the public review period.

2  Ibid., 

3 Ibid., 

4 Ibid., 
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B. LIST OF COMMENTS

PUBLIC AGENCIES

1. California Native Plant Society, South Coast Chapter
2. California Water Service Company
314. California Water Service Company1

3. City of Palos Verdes Estates
4. City of Palos Verdes Estates
5. Coastal Conservation Coalition
6. County of Los Angeles, Department of Health Services, Environmental

Health
7. County of Los Angeles Fire Department
8. County of Los Angeles Fire Department
316. County of Los Angeles Fire Department2

9. County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County
10. County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County
11. Destination Development Corporation
12. Diamondback Ten and Under Girls Softball League
13. Endangered Habitats League
14. League of Women Voters of Palos Verdes Peninsula
15. Palos Verdes Girls Softball League
16. Palos Verdes Girls Softball League
17. Sierra Club Palos Verdes Bay Group
18. Sierra Club Palos Verdes Bay Group
315. South Coast Air Quality Management District3

19. Southern California Association of Governments
20. State of California, California State Lands Commission
21. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State

Clearinghouse
22. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
313. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service4

23. U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast Guard
24. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/California

Department of Fish & Game
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25. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/California
Department of Fish & Game

26. Union Local 30, Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union of San
Diego

RESIDENTS

27. Absmeier, Glenous
28. Aelit-Louis, Maggie
29. Aiken, Barry, Bill and Kay
30. Alley, Thomas L.
31. Allman, Mr. And Mrs. Ralph B.
32. Alpert, Dorothea
33. Amico, Charles W.
34. Anderson, Alicia
35. Anderson, Brittany
36. Anderson, Todd P.
37. Anderson, Todd P.
38. Andreotti, Cindy and Tupper, John
39. Arbuthnot, Glenn
40. Balog, Edith
41. Barbeito, Bernard
42. Intentionally Omitted 
43. Bescoby, Ruth
44 Bescoby, Ruth
45. Blackwelder, Dr. and Mrs. Ron and Mr. & Mrs. Kermit Olson
46. Bloss, Walter and Meredith
47. Brajevich, Mr. and Mrs.
48. Brunone, David
49. Brunone, David and Marshan
50. Cain, Holly
51. Cain, Holly
52. CANanC
53. Carbonal Family
54. Carmichael, John
55. Carter-Siewertsen, R.H.

Cellier, Alfred - Refer to No. 147.
56. Chaisson, Bernard
57. Chaisson, Bernard
58. Chaisson, Cindy
59. Clarke, D.E.
60. Clarkson, Herb and Dodie
61. Clarkson, Herb and Dodie
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62. Cole, Mr. And Mrs. Robert L.
63. Cooper Family
64. Covey, Barbara
65. Covey, Barbara
66. Crosby, Jeanne A.
67. Deason, Keelin Marie
68. Detwiler, Mark
69 Detwiler, Mark and Suzanne
70. Driskell, Rowland
71. Driskell, Rowland
72. Driskell, Rowland
73. Driskell, Rowland
74. Driskell, Rowland
75. Driskell, Rowland
76. Driskell, Rowland
77. Driskell, Rowland
78. Driskell, Rowland
79. Driskell, Rowland
80. Driskell, Rowland
81. Driskell, Rowland
82. Driskell, Rowland
83. Driskell, Rowland
84. Driskell, Rowland
85. Driskell, Rowland
86. Duncan, Jeff
87. Eads, Brentt and Erin
88. Edridge, Alfred J. and Deanne L.
89. Emon, Akhtar H.
90. Epstein, Jack and Barbara
91. Felando, William and Mary Ann
92. Fenton, Harold and Florence
93. Foster, Bill and Marty
94. Intentionally Omitted 
95. French, Dr. and Mrs. James
96. Friedson, Dena
97. Friedson, Dena
98. Friedson, Dena
99. Friedson, Dena
100. Friedson, Dena and Shaw, Ann (SOC II)
101. Fung, C.H. (D.D.S.)
102. Gleghorn, Barbara
103. Gleghorn, Barbara
104. Gleghorn, Barbara
105. Gleghorn, Barbara and Friedson, Dena SOCII
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106. Gleghorn, George J - Save Our Coastline II
107. Gleghorn, George J. SOC II Steering Committee
108. Gottschalk, Diana
109. Green, Jerry and Zelda
110. Green, Jerry and Zelda
111. Gruen, Daniel and Margaret
112. Guerra, Maria C. (M.D.
113. Gussman, Bill and Gwen
114. Gussman, Bill and Gwen
115. Haase Jr., Robert C.
116. Hagerthy, Mike and Marilee
117. Harris, Gretchen
118. Hathaway, Jim, Sachie, Erika, Alisa
119. Heller, Bridget
120. Heller, Bridget
121. Herman, Judith
122. Hewitt, Patricia
123. Hollenbeck, Jot & Linda
124. Hong, Ed
125. Hummel, Edward & Joann
126. Hunter, William & Marianne
127. Hunter, William & Marianne
128. Jacobs, Leslie G.
129. Jamison, Bernadette
130. Jones, Cassie
131. Kapp, Joe and Mary Ann
132. Kenny, Frank and Lea
133. King, Howard 
134. Knight, Jim
135. Knight, Jim
136. Knight, Jim
137. Knowles, Alex
138. Kohgadai, Mahbooba
139. Kolderup, Nils
140. Konopasek, Ken and Mary
141. Koplik, Doris
142. Koplik, Jane M.
143. Kukel, Joseph
144. Kwan, Benjamin
145. Lee, Kristina
146. Lindenmuth, Marlys
147. Cellier, Alfred
148. Lukstein, Angela
149. Lukstein, Janis and Edward
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150. Marinkovich, Leah
151. Marinkovich, Mr. And Mrs. Ronald
152. Marlr, Betty
153. Marlr, Betty
154. McCarthy, Jim and Connie
155. McCreight, Louis R.
156. McDannold, Stephen and Linda
157. McJones, Madeleine
158. McJones, RW
159. Meng, Dick
160. Michetti, Bruno
161. Michetti, Bruno
162. Morgan, Kathleen
163. Nay, Dorrine
164. Newton, Karyl
165. Nunn, John
166. Omar, Osair and Barbora
167. Oneb, Charlie and Mary
168. Ott, Patricia
169. Papadakis, Angie
170. Patton, Bill and Sandy
171. Payne,  Mr & Mrs Mark O.
172. Payne, Paul
173. Payne, Paul
174. Payne, Paul
175. Payne, Paul
176. Pehrson,
177. Peterson, Norman W.
178. Pfeil, Mark
179. Picarelli, Joseph, St. Paul's Lutheran Church
180. Pinkham, Dan and Vicki
181. Pisano, George A.
182. Porter, Jan
183. Powell, Marty & Charles
184. Pride Jr., Andrew
185. Pride, Angela
186. Quirarte, Vic
187. Quirarte, Vic
188. Quirarte, Vic
189. Quirarte, Vic
190. Randall, Jim
191. Rankin, Steve
192. Raue, Jorg and Anke
193. Rennick, Sydelle
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194. Reuben, Paula
195. Ross, Mary
196. Rothstein, Ronald M.D.
197. Russell, Howard and Marilyn
198. Satalich, Jack & Nina
199. Sattler, Alfred
200. Sattler, Barbara
201. Sattler, Barbara
202. Saunders, Ken and Seta
203. Saunders, Monica
204. Saunders, Stephanie
205. Schenasi, Laura Allman
206. Schoenfeld, John A. and Victoria V.
207. Schoenheider, Mary Jane
208. Shaw, Ann
209. Shaw, Ann
210. Shurm, Jerry
211. Spitz, Maria
212. Stahl, Gary and Pam
213. Stansfield, Arlene & Jim
214. Stefanides, Mr. And Mrs. Neil
215. Stegura, Debbie
216. Steiger, Glen L.
217. Steiger, Glen L.
218. Steiger, Glen L.
219. Steiger, Glen L.
220. Steiger, Glen L.
221. Steiger, Glen L.
222. Steiger, Glen L.
223. Stenchjem, Patricia
224. Stern, Douglas
225. Stevens, Brent and Annette
226. Stevenson, Ivan K.
227. Stevenson, Ivan K.
228. Tolliffe, William
229. Tom, Mike
230. Trainor, Shelly J.
231. U8 Angels Girls Softball Team
232. Uhe, Jennifer
233. Vien, Leslie W.
234. Vitro, Anita
235. Von Nordenflycht, Arvid and Sue
236. Wachli, John and Marlis
237. Wall, Thomas E.
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238. Wannamaker, Clayton G.
239. Watters, Janet L.B.
240. Wersching, Jacob
241. Wessel, John
242. Wildman, Scott
243. Willard, Gregg and Jeanne
244. Woodcock, J.M.
245. Wright, Otis D. II
246. Wuerker, Scotty
247. Wuerker, Scotty     SOCII Steering Committee
248. Yamada, Akemichi
249. Young, Alice S.
250. Young, Douglas
251. Zachman, Jill
252. Zambello, Erica
253. Zevin, Elizabeth

ORAL COMMENTS - MARCH 13, 2001 PUBLIC HEARING

254. Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
255. Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
256. Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
257. Commissioner Vannorsdall 
258. Commissioner Long 
259. Mike Mohler, Applicant
260. Barbara Gleghorn, Resident, Representing SOC II
261. Jim Knight, Resident, Representing SOC II
262. George Gleghorn, Resident
263. Lois Larue, Resident
264. Paul Payne, Resident
265. Jim Hathaway, Resident
266. Bob Nelson, Resident, Representing Seabluff HOA
267. Vic Quirarte, Resident
268. Norma Knowles, Resident
269. Joseph Picarelli, Resident
270. Angie Papadakis, Resident
271. Jim Knight, Resident
272. Todd Anderson, Resident
273. Rowland Driskell, Resident
274. Ian MacDonald, Resident
275. Bruce McGowan, Resident
276. David Tomblin, Resident
277. Dena Friedson, Resident, Representing SOC II
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278. Joan Carbonel, Resident
279. Stasys Petravicius, Resident
280. William Tolliffe, Resident
281. Barbara Sattler, Resident
282. Alfred Sattler, Resident
283. Lily Van Patten, Resident
284. Barry Holchin, Resident, Representing the PV/South Bay Sierra Club
285. Jess Morton, Resident, Representing the Coastal Conservation Coalition
286. Angelika Brinkmann Busi, Representing the SC CA Native Plant Society 
287. Holly Cain, Resident
288. Robert Haase, Resident
289. Ann Shaw, Resident
290. Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
291. Commissioner Mueller
292. Commissioner Paulson 
293. Commissioner Cartwright

ORAL COMMENTS - 3/26/01 TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MEETING 

294. Rowland Driskell, Resident
295. Dena Friedson, Resident
296. Tom Redfield, Resident
297. Wendy Force, City of Palos Verdes Estates Public Works Department
298. William Tolliffe, Resident
299. Ann Shaw, Resident
300. Action Taken
301. Member Covey
302. Member Paula Reuben
303. Member Hildebrand
304. Member Covey
305. Member Schurmer
306. Member Wall
307. Member Covey
308. Member Hildebrand
309. Member Hildebrand
310. Member Hildebrand
311. Mike Mohler
312. George Gleghorn
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COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

313. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service (refer to Public
Agency Responses)

314. California Water Service Company (refer to Public Agency Responses)
315. South Coast Air Quality Management District (refer to Public Agency

Responses)
316. County of Los Angeles Fire Department (refer to Public Agency Responses)
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC AGENCIES

Response to Comment No. 1
Angela Brinkmann Busi, Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society, South Coast Chapter
April 5, 2001

1A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

1B. It should be noted that the Alternative identified by the Applicant as their preferred
Alternative was analyzed in Draft EIR Section 7.5, Relocate Practice Facility -
Option “B” Alternative.  As noted in this comment, the Project Applicant intends to
modify its applications to reflect as the preferred project a refined Alternative 7.5.
This alternative was modified in an effort to reduce biological impacts and golf
safety impacts in the Upper Point Vicente Area.  In summary, refinements to this
Alternative include the following:

• increased separation between the golf course and St. Paul's Lutheran
Church;

• revised outline of Hole No. 3 to avoid the mixed sage scrub habitat in
the northeastern corner of the Upper Point Vicente Area; and

• revised outline of driving range.

Accordingly, Section 7.5 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect
these modifications (refer to Volume I, Final EIR).  Further, it should be noted that
a detailed evaluation of the Biological impacts associated with Alternative 7.5 has
been conducted by Bonterra Consulting and included in Section 7.5.  Also included
in Section 7.5 is a detailed evaluation of the golf safety impacts conducted by Kipp
Schulties Golf Design, Inc.  

It should be noted that Table 7-1 of the Draft EIR, Comparison of Alternatives, was
not included in the Final EIR since it was determined that the impact comparison to
the proposed Project provided for each Alternative more adequately portrayed the
Alternative’s comparative merits.

1C. Alternative 7.7, No Resort Villas - Option B, has been compared to the proposed
Project as defined in Section 3, Project Description, and not to the preferred
alternative (Alternative 7.5, Relocate Practice Center - Option B).  

Page 7-30 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The “No Resort Villas - Option B” Alternative would exclude the Resort Villas
proposed for development in the northeastern portion of the RHA (refer to
Exhibit 7-5, No Resort Villas - Option B Alternative).  The golf practice facility
would be “switched” with Hole 8, relocated from the UPVA to the eastern
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portion of the RHA and it would be replaced by relocating Hole 8 to the
UPVA vacated by the practice facility.  Hole 7 would be relocated to the area
vacated by the Resort Villas.  

  The portion of the UPVA
vacated by the golf practice facility not used for a golf hole  would
be used for the creation of new habitat, creating a larger conservation zone
in the northwestern portion of the UPVA.

Page 7-32 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The UPVA portion of the golf course would be modified:  a golf hole and the
practice facility would be relocated to the RHA.  The area vacated by the
practice facility would be replaced by another golf hole with a modified golf
course design.  The area vacated by relocation of the golf hole to the RHA
presently consists of agricultural lands.  

Relocation of this golf hole would facilitate the creation of new habitat,
creating a larger conservation zone in the southeastern corner of the UPVA.
This would represent an enhancement to the proposed Project’s Long Point
Habitat Conservation Program increasing the total proposed habitat of 40
acres to approximately 46 acres.  Further, since the relocation sites for the
golf hole and practice facility proposed with this alternative presently contain
developed lands and disturbed habitats, significant biological impacts are not
anticipated to occur with this alternative.
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Since it has been determined that Alternative 7.7 would result in greater biological
impacts than the proposed Project, the Environmentally Superior Alternative
discussion on Page 7-46 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 1B regarding Table 7-1.

1D. Alternative 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, does not involve the
development of a resort hotel on the RHA therefore, would not fulfill the objectives
noted in this comment of establishing a destination coastal resort or improving water
quality through construction and implementation of a Runoff Management/Water
Quality Management Plan.  This would be consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c) which state the following:

“Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the
basic project objectives; (ii) infeasibility; or (iii) inability to avoid
significant environmental impacts. [Emphasis added.]”

Refer also to Response to Comment No. 1C.

1E. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

1F. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), “only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be
considered for inclusion in the EIR”.  Alternative 7.4, Relocate Practice Facility -
Option “A” Alternative, was presented due to it’s ability to reduce the significance
of impacts on Biological Resources.  

1G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1D.  Additionally, Section 7.0, Alternatives to
The Proposed Project, has been expanded to include Alternative 7.10, Point
Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing Entitlement Alternative.

Page 7-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

These alternatives include: 1) No Development Alternative; 2) No . . . 8)
Program of Utilization Alternative; and 9) Point Vicente Park Enhancement
Alternative . 

  Refer to. . . ..

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 1B regarding Table 7-1.

Page 7-46 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to include Alternative
7.10, Point Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing Entitlement Alternative. Refer
to Volume I, Final EIR.
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The sub-title on Page 7-46 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as
follows:

7.10  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR
ALTERNATIVE

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

1H. Comment is noted. Centromadia is the current taxonomy for the previous Hemizonia
species (Novon 9:462-471[1999]) as cited in the CNPS 2000 Electronic Inventory.
Minor typographical errors can occur during the preparation of an EIR due to
erroneous corrections made during a “spellcheck” by the computer and/or simple
human oversight.  Minor typographical errors in an EIR do not render an EIR
inadequate.

Page 5.3-13, Table  5.3-2, Special Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring
Within the Project Region, and Page 5.3-22 of the Draft EIR are revised to reflect
the correct spelling of  Aphanisma blitoides) (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).

Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-26, and Page 5.3-15, Table 5.3-3, Special Status Wildlife
Species Potentially Occurring Within the Project Region, of the Draft EIR have been
revised to reflect the correct spelling of Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis
(refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).  

Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the correct
plant which is associated with the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides
allyni):  coast buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) (refer to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section).  Additionally, the discussion regarding this issue has
been revised. 

A list of the plant species observed on the Project site during the verification surveys
conducted by BonTerra Consulting on August 22 and September 1, 2000, focused
special status plant surveys conducted by Dudek & Associates in 1998, and
butterfly host plant surveys conducted by Dudek & Associates on June 15, 1999 has
been included in Appendix 15.3 of the Final EIR, Biological Resources.  In addition,
a list of wildlife species observed or expected to occur onsite has also been
incorporated.

1I. The Plant Palette of the LPHCP was not prepared by the preparers of the Draft EIR.
As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant palette
would only include locally appropriate native species.  
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Mitigation Measures 5.3-2c, 2d, and 2e provide for the fencing, signage, and
protection of the natural areas within the Project site.  In addition, Mitigation
Measure 5.3-2i includes the development of a detailed revegetation program.
Components of the revegetation plans include the maintenance plan and monitoring
guidelines that would detail the restrictions on (1) excessive watering, (2) use of
fertilizers/pesticides/and herbicides, and (3) maintenance activity. Page 5.3-69,
Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, of the Draft EIR has been revised to provide additional
detail of the sage scrub mitigation program (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section). 

Page 5.3-67 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2a, has been revised to
reduce the potential for non-native plants to invade the natural open space on the
Project site (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

1J. As stated in the Survey Methodologies Section under 5.3 Biological Resources, the
surveys that were conducted by BonTerra Consulting in September 2000 were not
considered focused special status plant surveys but rather general reconnaissance
field surveys to review and verify the information previously prepared for the Project
site by Dudek & Associates. 

A separate plant survey report was not prepared by Dudek & Associates for the
spring 1998 focused plant surveys, but rather the information was summarized in
the Draft Biological Resources Report and Impact Assessment for Long Point
Specific Plan Rancho Palos Verdes, California prepared by Dudek & Associates in
September 1999 for the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  

The Catalina mariposa lily was not observed during focused surveys on the Project
site.  Please note that this lily is listed as a CNPS List 4 species.  List 4 species are
considered relatively common in the region and impacts on this species are not
considered significant based on the significance criteria outlined in the CEQA
Guidelines.

The reports prepared by Dudek and Associates have been included in the Appendix
to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section.  It should be noted, however,
that these reports contain outdated information and have been superceded by the
report and surveys conducted by BonTerra Consulting.

1K. The comment is noted on the error made regarding the reference to ashy-leaf
buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum) rather than the correct species coast buckwheat
(Eriogonum parvifolium).  

Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the correct
spelling of Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis), and the correct plant which
is associated with the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni):  coast
buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
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Resources Section).  Additionally, the discussion regarding this issue has been
revised. 

It should be noted that focused surveys for the El Segundo blue (Euphilotes
battoides allyni) to determine this species presence/absence from the site are
currently in progress.  Survey results shall be incorporated into Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section, upon completion of the survey effort.

1L. Comment is noted. These species do have a limited potential to occur on the
Project site. During a search of the California Native Plant Society Electronic
Inventory and the California Natural Diversity Database records, Calandrinia
maritima, Calystegia peirsonii, and Dichondra occidentalis in the Project vicinity
were not found.  These species  were not observed during previous focused
surveys on the Project site by Dudek & Associates.  All of these species are CNPS
List 4 plants, which include those species of limited distribution in California whose
susceptibility to threat appears low at this time. Potential impacts on these species
by the proposed Project would be considered less than significant because these
species are considered relatively common in the region.  In addition, these species
do not meet the criteria in the definition of Rare or Endangered in the CEQA
Guidelines.

1M. As stated in the Survey Methodologies section under 5.3, Biological Resources of
the Draft EIR, the surveys that were conducted by BonTerra Consulting were not
considered focused special status plant surveys but rather general reconnaissance
field surveys to review and verify the information previously prepared for the Project
site by Dudek & Associates. Dudek & Associates conducted focused special status
plant surveys in 1998.  According to the Dudek report, reasonably intact habitats on
the site were surveyed during a period when most, if not all, of the
potentially-occurring special status plant species would be evident, if not blooming.
Based on the Significance Criteria establish for this project pursuant to the CEQA
Guidelines, an appropriate evaluation of potential impacts on special status plant
species known to occur onsite or with a potential to occur onsite was prepared.

The documentation of the existing conditions on the Project site are accurate,
thorough, and consistent with industry standards and documentation requirements
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG).  

1N. As defined in the document, wildlife corridors must  “connect” habitat patches.  The
Draft EIR acknowledges the UPVA’s connection to the habitats to the east and the
RHA’s to the east and west.  However, direct connection on the UPVA to open
space areas north and west are obstructed by Hawthorne Boulevard, Palos Verdes
Drive West, and residential and commercial development.  As a result, less mobile
wildlife species would be limited in their ability to reach the open space areas to the
north and west.  More mobile species, such as birds, are less affected by these
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5The definitions of wildlife movement terminology were generated from the following
sources:

Bennett, A.F.  Habitat corridors and the conservation of small
mammals in the fragmented forest environment.  Landscape Ecol.
4:109-122.  1990.

Farhig, L., and G. Merriam.  1985.  Habitat patch connectivity and
population survival.  Ecology 66:1,792-1,768.

Harris, L. D., and P.B. Gallagher. 1989.  New Initiatives for Wildlife
Conservation; The Need for Movement Corridors.  Pages 11-34 in G.
Mackintosh, ed.  Preserving Communities and Corridors.  Defenders
of Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp.

MacArthur, R.H., and E.O. Wilson.  1967.  The Theory of Island
Biogeography.  Princeton University Press.  Princeton, New Jersey.

 
Noss, R. F.  1983.  A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain
Diversity.  BioScience 33:700-706.

Simberloff, D., and J. Cox.  1987.  Consequences and Costs of
Conservation Corridors.  Conser. Biol. 1:63-71.

 
Soule, M. E.  Viable Populations for Conservation.  Cambridge Univ.
Press, New York, N.Y.  1987.
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obstructions and are expected to be able to reach the open space areas north and
west of the site that provide suitable habitat for these species.

Regarding the comment that “wildlife crossings” occur onsite, please note that
based on literature5, crossings typically are manmade and include culverts,
underpasses, drainage pipes, and tunnels to provide access across or under roads,
highways, pipelines, or other physical obstacles.  Wildlife crossings are not present
across Hawthorne Boulevard to the north of the UPVA or across Palos Verdes Drive
to the west and south.    

In regards to significant impacts on “important corridors”, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form which includes
questions relating to biological resources.  The issues presented in the Initial Study
Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this Draft EIR section.
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CEQA states that a project may create a significant environmental impact if the
project interferes substantially with the movement of any native or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds
established, the proposed Project does not interfere substantially with the
movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs of the RHA that are expected
to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site would be maintained
as permanent open space and would not be impacted; (2) the design of the UPVA
area has maintained a connection to the open space areas off-site; and (3) the
preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas
on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local movement on and off-site.  

The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation are discussed on Page 5.3-58.   The mitigation proposed
in the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1. 

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
Page 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently
present on the UPVA.  Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing
annual grassland onsite to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western
portions of the UPVA.  The restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase
the size of the existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently
fragmented sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and
restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased connection to off-site
areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the
proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the
vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub
does not currently exist in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide
an increase in the potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of
sage scrub in this area.
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As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant palette
would only include locally appropriate native species.  In regards to “wildlife
movement”, the steep cliffs of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow
linkage for wildlife east and west of the site would be maintained as permanent
open space and would not be impacted.  The Project design of the UPVA area has
maintained a connection to the open space areas off-site.  In addition, the
preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas
on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local movement on and off-site. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1DD.

1O. The full extent of the open space on the RHA is illustrated on Exhibit 5.3-5,
Biological Resources Impacts Within the Resort Hotel Area.  All areas outside the
impact area on the RHA and within the preserve area would be permanent open
space.  These areas include both the coastal bluff scrub and rocky shore/coastal
bluff areas that provide a connection east and west of the UPVA along the cliffs.

1P. Page 5.3-65, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1b, of the Draft EIR has been revised to
provide additional detail for the special status plant mitigation program (refer to
Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

1Q. The Long Point Habitat and Conservation Program (LPHCP), which is incorporated
into the Applicant’s Permit Documentation package (June 23, 2000), is a part of the
public record for the Project and is available for review at the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.  The June 23, 2000 LPHCP was summarized in the Draft EIR.  Since the
Draft EIR was completed, the LPHCP has been updated (June 27, 2001).  The
biological resources analysis has been revised to reflect the updated LPHCP ( refer
to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).  Also, the updated LPHCP
is included in the Appendix to Volume IV.

Page 5.3-69, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, of the Draft EIR has been revised to provide
additional detail of the sage scrub mitigation program (refer to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section).

The stated intent of the LPHCP is to ensure compliance with FESA and to be
consistent with the City’s NCCP, when adopted. Any ground-disturbing activities
affecting either areas occupied by the coastal California gnatcatcher or areas
occupied by state- or federally-listed Threatened or Endangered species would
require compliance with the FESA and/or CESA. This compliance would require the
approval of the mitigation (including the LPHCP) for the proposed impact by the
USFWS and/or CDFG.  
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Impacts to the gnatcatchers onsite were found to be significant under the CEQA
Thresholds of Significance established for this Project.  The proposed mitigation
would mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant.  The mitigation  is
consistent with the requirements of CEQA and similar to other mitigation strategies
developed for projects which met the approval of the USFWS. 

1R. Page 5.3-53 of the Draft EIR notes that impacts on scrub communities (which
includes mixed coastal sage scrub, disturbed chenopod scrub, and southern cactus
scrub) would be considered significant because this habitat type has been reduced
up to 80 percent of its historic coverage throughout Southern California and the
potential for this habitat to support special status species, especially the
gnatcatcher.  However, the Project Applicant has provided for enough mitigation in
the LPHCP to mitigate for the areas impacted by this project.  The LPHCP would
be implemented to reduce all impacts to scrub communities to a level of less than
significant.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1B.

Pages 5.3-53 and 5.3-70 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect potential
impacts associated with the new water, sewer and storm drain lines (refer to
Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).  

1S. The Draft EIR does not state that the proposed Project would “be a better
environment for the existing animals”.   Regarding the “narrow strips of remaining
habitat”, it is important to note that the current conditions onsite reflect relatively
small, and or/narrow pieces of native habitat connected by non-native grassland,
developed, disturbed, and agricultural areas.  In several areas on Exhibit 5.3-4, the
size of the preserved areas of coastal sage scrub, when combined with those areas
of restoration, would increase and provide for a “scrub habitat” connection of the
small scrub habitat patched that are currently present onsite. As designed and
mitigated, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on wildlife
species according to the significance criteria established for the project based on
Section  15065(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

1T. As stated on Page 5.3-59 of the Draft EIR, noise levels in the Project site would
increase over present levels during construction of the proposed Project.  During
construction, temporary noise impacts have the potential to disrupt foraging,
nesting, roosting, and denning activities for a variety of wildlife species.  Because
most species in the vicinity of the Project site are not listed as Threatened or
Endangered by state or federal resource agencies, these impacts are not
considered significant.  However, the coastal California gnatcatcher, raptor species,
and cliff nesting and roosting species (i.e., peregrine falcon, California gull, osprey,
California brown pelican, and double-crested cormorant) either occur or potentially
occur within proposed natural open space areas on the UPVA and RHA sites.
These species would incur temporary short-term impacts from construction noise,
if present in the vicinity of the Project site, and may be temporarily displaced due to
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these disturbances.  Indirect noise impacts on these species would be considered
significant because these species are protected by federal and state wildlife
agencies.  Impacts on these species would be reduced to less than significant levels
with implementation of the specified mitigation.  Page 5.3-70, Mitigation Measure
5.3-2j, of the Draft EIR has been revised to include grading restrictions that are
typically required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (refer to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section).

Noise would also increase over present levels with implementation of the proposed
Project resort and recreational uses.  The Project site is currently periodically
disturbed by noise: the RHA is currently used by the movie industry and the UPVA
is located adjacent to the Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall.  Further, Palos Verdes
Drive South bisects the two Project areas (i.e., the UPVA and RHA).  Although
noise adjacent to the Project site would increase over current noise levels, and
would become more constant, this increase would not be such that it would
substantially reduce common wildlife populations in the region.  Therefore, a
significant impact is not anticipated in this regard.

Species that roost or nest along cliffs and the rocky shore of the proposed open
space areas may be indirectly impacted by the increase in noise on the RHA.  This
impact would be potentially significant.  Implementation of the specified mitigation
requiring that a landscaping buffer be planted along the boundary of developed land
uses would reduce this impact to less than significant. The landscape buffer would
provide native and/or drought tolerant non-invasive plant species to reduce potential
indirect effects on cliff/shore nesting species.

1U. No lighting is proposed for the golf course or practice facility.  It should be noted that
development of the practice facility building would necessitate interior lighting and
limited exterior lighting.  Analysis concluded that impacts associated with lighting are
less than significant.

Page 5.1-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

No lighting of the golf course or practice facility is proposed or required;.
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1V. It is anticipated that a split-rail fence or similar would be sued to restrict human
intrusion into the native habitat areas.  These fences would be signed to prohibit
human access into preserve areas.  This type of fencing would not impede local
wildlife movement onsite.  Further, this type of fencing would not be of sufficient
height to result in impacts to views across the site.

1W. Mitigation ratios for scrub communities are established on Page 5.3-66 of the Draft
EIR. A mitigation ratio for any impacts to areas within the jurisdiction of the Army
Corps of Engineers and/or California Department of Fish and Game has not been
established; however, on Page 5.3-68 of the Draft EIR, the Mitigation Measures
state that there would be “no net loss of habitat values”.  

The general guidelines developed for the Dudleya mitigation are based on past
professional experience and consultation with professional botanists and regulatory
agency personnel.  The establishment of special status plants directly on the
mitigation site has been proven to be an effective and advisable program for some
species. Depending on the number of individuals observed, the species ultimately
collected on site for all special status plants, and current plant establishment
techniques, other methods may be developed during the preparation of the Special
Status Plant Mitigation Plan that best addresses the successful establishment of the
species on the site.  

1X. See Response to Comment No. 1P.

1Y. The commentor is implying that the term revegetation replaces the existing native
vegetation.  This implication is incorrect.  As stated in the Draft EIR, “existing habitat
(coastal bluff scrub areas) are proposed to be retained and, where appropriate,
enhanced with new native vegetation.” It is an industry standard in native plant
restoration/enhancement to use native plant material from local and/or regional
origin.

1Z. Conservation easements are typically granted to the appropriate resource agency
(either CDFG or USFWS) in perpetuity and are irrevocable.  Since the majority of
the habitat preservation areas lie on the UPVA, the City would have to consent to
the grant of such a conservation easement on UPVA since it would permanently
restrict the uses of the park.  Additionally, the City and the Developer would need
to enter into a separate agreement to ensure that the Developer assumes the costs
associated with the maintenance of the habitat conservation areas.  Such an
agreement would probably take the form of a Development Agreement which would
be recorded and would set forth, among other things, (i) the duties and obligations
of the City and the Developer with respect to the establishment of the conservation
easement; (ii) the terms and restrictions of the Developer's use of the habitat
conservation areas, and (iii) the duties and obligations of City and Developer with
respect to the long term maintenance of the conservation easement.
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In regards to the establishment of native habitats, refer to Response to Comment
No. 1N.

The 3.4 to 1 mitigation ratio (enhancement) for scrub communities does include
consideration of the time necessary to establish scrub habitat.  Refer to Response
to Comment No. 1S regarding fragmentation.

The USFWS preferred form of mitigation is avoidance/preservation.  This includes
the avoidance/preservation of onsite resources.  The USFWS does consider
avoidance/preservation when determining the mitigation requirements in their
approval of projects that are subject to the federal Endangered Species Act. 

In regards to the 90 acres of habitat that would be removed on the Project site,
impacts were found to be less than significant since the impact would not
significantly reduce wildlife populations in the region. 

1AA. See Response to Comment No. 1I and 1Q.  

1BB. See Response to Comment No. 1I.

1CC. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program would be adopted by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the
proposed Project.  The Program would ensure that the Mitigation Measures and
project revisions identified in the EIR are implemented.

1DD. The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.6  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
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government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 

• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly

adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.

At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
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boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

1EE. Page 5.6-27 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Schematics of the proposed treatment facilities associated with the
development are illustrated in  Exhibit 5.6-4, Discharge Pt. 1
Conceptual Drainage System Schematic, and  Exhibit 5.6-5,
Discharge Pt. 2 Conceptual Drainage System Schematic, 

1FF. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 2
Donald B. Jensen, District Manager 
California Water Service Company
April 5, 2001

2A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 314
Peter Akhotnikoff, General Superintendent 
California Water Service Company
April 13, 2001

314A. Impacts to water services are discussed in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR, Public
Services and Utilities.  Project implementation would increase the demand for water
beyond current conditions requiring the expansion of existing facilities.  Analysis has
concluded that a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

314B. As noted in Section 5.11, sufficient water supplies are available to serve the Project
from existing resources.  However, due to an insufficient water storage capacity
which currently exists in the west portion of the peninsula, the CWSC has stated
that a five million gallon tank would be required in the Project vicinity.  The Applicant
would be required to enter into an agreement with CWSC to determine their fair
share portion of the funding associated with the water tank.  Payment by the
Applicant of their fair share portion of the funding associated with the tank would
reduce the Project’s impact to a less than significant level.
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Response to Comment No. 3
Allan Rigg, Director of Planning and Public Works 
City of Palos Verdes Estates
March 27, 2001

3A. Trip distribution was determined by using accepted ITE industry standards.  The
directional distribution of Project traffic was determined by evaluating the orientation
of site access to regional facilities, given the broad geographic attractiveness of this
resort hotel.  In the study preparation, directional travel was estimated based on
existing or predictable conditions.  Alternative traffic distribution possibilities, other
than the ones presented in the Draft EIR would be based on opinion only.  It should
also be noted that the resort hotel would provide directional assistance within
promotional material that would affect patrons driving patterns for visiting the Project
site.  More specifically, this directional assistance would be accomplished through
the following:

• hotel web site;
• hotel brochure;
• airport shuttles;
• employee manual;
• hotel telephone recordings; and
• local cable network.

The proposed Project is not expected to generate the same distribution pattern as
indicated in existing intersection turning movement volumes since it is
fundamentally different than the existing residential areas surrounding the site.  

The traffic study follows the County of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines and is
intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis guidelines set forth in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).  Based upon the County of Los
Angeles traffic study guidelines, the study area should include arterial highways,
freeways, and intersections generally within a one-mile radius of the Project site.
The intersection of Palos Verdes Drive West/Via Corta is not listed as a CMP
arterial monitoring intersection within the Los Angeles County Congestion
Management Program and is located over 5 miles from the Project site.

In response to the City of Palos Verde Estates’ concerns regarding the Palos
Verdes Drive West/Via Corta intersection, peak period turning movement counts
were conducted June 20, 2001.  The existing levels of service during the morning
and evening peak hours were then calculated.  The traffic count data sheets, level
of service worksheets for stop-controlled conditions, peak hour volume warrants,
and intersection capacity utilization (ICU) worksheets are all included in Attachment
1 to Response to Comment No. 3A (following this response).
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The Palos Verdes Drive West/Via Corta intersection currently operates at level of
service “E” during the morning peak hour and “F” during the evening peak hour with
4-Way stop control.  The intersection also currently meets the peak hour volume
warrants for installation of a traffic signal.  ICU calculations indicate that the
intersection level of service would be acceptable with installation of a traffic signal
or other improvements as deemed appropriate by the City of Palos Verdes Estates
City Engineer.  

3B. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes acknowledges and will comply with the City of
Palos Verdes Estates’ request that no wide and heavy load construction traffic (i.e.,
trucks transporting equipment and materials during construction) pass through their
city limits.
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Response to Comment No. 4
Allan Rigg, Director of Planning and Public Works 
City of Palos Verdes Estates
March 21, 2001

4A. Concern has been expressed with respect to the conversion of the Palos Verdes
Intermediate School into a high school and reopening of the Margate School as an
intermediate school, and whether these events have been accounted for in the
traffic study.  The attached Table 4A-1 summarizes the facility changes proposed
by the Palos Verdes Unified School District within the study area.  It is important to
note that all of the sites are currently occupied by various uses which generate
traffic that has been accounted for in the assessment of existing conditions
contained in the Long Point Resort Project Traffic Impact Analysis and Section 5.12
of the Draft EIR, Traffic and Circulation.

Trip generation rates and resulting trip generation estimates for existing uses are
provided on Table 4A-2.  Table 4A-3 shows the vehicle trip rates and resulting trip
generation estimates for future uses at each of the affected sites.  A comparison of
existing and future trip generation levels at each site is presented in Table 4A-4.  

The Margate School is currently occupied by an assortment of community-based
services, including counseling, therapy, clinics, preschool, and a special education
program.  The existing uses will be replaced by an intermediate school which will
accommodate a maximum of 990 students.  The net increase in traffic generation
will be approximately 129 vehicle trip ends per day, with an additional 379 vehicle
trip ends occurring during the morning peak hour and 58 additional trip ends during
the evening peak hour.  

The Palos Verdes Intermediate School (Palos Verdes High School) site currently
contains 1140 students in intermediate grades.  These students will be transferred
to Margate School, with a balance of 150 students having to transfer to another
intermediate school within the District.  When this school opens as the new high
school, it will accommodate a maximum of 2,200 students.  At that time, the net
increase in traffic generation will amount to 2,285 daily vehicle trip ends, with an
additional 488 vehicle trip ends occurring during the morning peak hour and 148
additional vehicle trip ends occurring during the evening peak hour.  

At the Peninsula High School site, 3,171 students are currently accommodated on
a campus originally designed for 2,200 students.  After the Palos Verdes High
School reaches its full student load, the Peninsula High School will serve a
maximum of 2,200 students.  This represents a reduction of approximately 1,738
daily vehicle trip ends, with a reduction of 447 vehicle trip ends during the morning
peak hour and 145 vehicle trip ends during the evening peak hour.
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As a result of the Palos Verdes Unified School District facility changes described
above, the high school student capacity will be increased in the study area by
approximately 1200 students.  Because high school traffic will now be distributed
between two different sites, some variation in traffic will occur.  The traffic changes
may be noticeable during the morning peak hour when peak school traffic occurs
simultaneously with peak commuter traffic.  The intersection of Palos Verde Drive
West and Hawthorne Boulevard will be impacted by the combination of both
increased traffic to the Palos Verdes High School with increased project traffic.  The
attached Table 4A-5 summarizes the intersection capacity utilization values at this
intersection with an additional increase of traffic oriented to the Palos Verdes High
School site.  The potential volume increases do not change the traffic study findings
regarding acceptable service levels, Project impacts or specified mitigation
measures.

TABLE 4A-1

PALOS VERDES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITY CHANGES

SITE EXISTING LAND USE FUTURE LAND USE

Margate School

57,140 square feet of community
based services (counseling, therapy,

clinics, preschools, and special
education program)

Intermediate school, 990 students

Palos Verdes High School Intermediate school, 1,140 students High school, 2,200 students
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LAND USE QUANTITY UNITS2
IN OUT IN OUT DAILY IN OUT IN OUT DAILY

Community Center 57.14 TSF 0.87 0.45 0.60 1.15 22.88 50 26 34 66 1,307

Intermediate School 1,140 ST 0.26 0.20 0.08 0.08 1.45 296 228 91 91 1,653

High School 3,171 ST 0.32 0.14 0.06 0.09 1.79 1,015 444 190 285 5,676

TABLE 4A-2

PEAK HOUR

AM PM

EXISTING LAND USE TRIP GENERATION AT PALOS VERDES SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITIES

TRIP GENERATION

AM PM

PEAK HOUR

RATES1

LAND USE QUANTITY UNITS2
IN OUT IN OUT DAILY IN OUT IN OUT DAILY

Intermediate School 990 ST 0.26 0.20 0.08 0.08 1.45 257 198 79 79 1,436

High School 2,200 ST 0.32 0.14 0.06 0.09 1.79 704 308 132 198 3,938

High School 2,200 ST 0.32 0.14 0.06 0.09 1.79 704 308 132 198 3,938

TOTAL 1,665 814 343 475 9,312

TABLE 4A-3

 TRIP GENERATION WITH FUTURE PALOS VERDES SCHOOL DISTRICT CHANGES

TRIP GENERATION

PEAK HOUR

AM PM

RATES1

PEAK HOUR

AM PM
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LAND USE SITE LAND USE QUANTITY UNITS1
IN OUT IN OUT DAILY

Existing Margate School Community Center 57.14 TSF 50 26 34 66 1,307

Future Margate School Intermediate School 990 ST 257 198 79 79 1,436

DIFFERENCE +207 +172 +45 +13 +129

Existing Palos Verdes High School Intermediate School 1,140 ST 296 228 91 91 1,653

Future Palos Verdes High School High School 2,200 ST 704 308 132 198 3,938

DIFFERENCE +408 +80 +41 +107 +2,285

Existing Peninsula High School High School 3,171 ST 1,015 444 190 285 5,676

Future Peninsula High School High School 2,200 ST 704 308 132 198 3,938

DIFFERENCE -311 -136 -58 -87 -1,738

PEAK HOUR

AM PM

TABLE 4A-4

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON WITH CHANGES TO PALOS VERDES SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITIES

INTERSECTION L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

Palos Verdes Dr. West (NS) at:
Hawthorne Blvd. (EW)
- W/O additional high school traffic 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0.56 0.60 A A
- W/additional high school traffic 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0.68 0.63 B B

TABLE 4A-5

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS FOR EXISTING PLUS AMBIENT GROWTH
PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT PLUS OTHER DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS

WESTBOUND

INTERSECTION APPROACH LANES1

ICU2 LOS3SOUTHBOUNDNORTHBOUND EASTBOUND
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Response to Comment No. 5
Kay Bara
Coastal Conservation Coalition
April 6, 2001

5A. The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.7  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 

• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.
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• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly

adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.

At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

5B. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Section 7.0, Alternatives to The
Proposed Project, evaluates the comparative merits of the Alternatives and the
proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project Description.  Therefore, a
comparative analysis of Alternative 7.2 and Alternative 7.5 is not required under
CEQA Guidelines.

5C. As noted in Section 10.9, Population And Housing, the number of Project
employees who may choose to relocate to the City is not anticipated to be
substantial.  Nonetheless, in order to minimize the impact of the Project’s
employment generation on the local housing market, the Project applicant would be
subject to compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 17.11, Affordable Housing.
According to Section 17.11.140.C., Fee Required, prior to issuance of a Certificate
of Occupancy, developers of commercial development shall pay a residential impact
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fee to be set by resolution of the City Council according to the number of employees
generated.  Project compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 17.11, Affordable
Housing, would reduce impacts with regard to affordable housing to a less than
significant level.  

5D. Regarding the “sound evidence” of the proposed mitigation, the proposed mitigation
approach for the UPVA and RHA is based on two main concepts of open space
planning regarding natural resources : (1) preserve high value areas to the greatest
extent possible and (2) enhance those areas with native habitat that currently do no
support high biological value.  These general concepts have been applied to both
the LPHCP and the mitigation program for the Draft EIR.  

As a point of clarification, the discussion of the 4(d) special rule process of the
NCCP program in this section of the document does not state that the proposed
Project would use the 4(d) process, but rather the discussion on Page 5.3-63 states
that  the previously approved mitigation plans that are part of the City’s NCCP 4(d)
process contribute commutatively to the preservation and enhancement of coastal
sage scrub within the subregion.

Refer also to Response to Comment No. 5A.

5E. The discussion on the El Segundo blue butterfly on Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-48 of the
Draft EIR have been revised in Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section.

Page 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the correct plant which is
associated with the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni):  coast
buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).  Additionally, the discussion regarding this issue has been
revised. 

Page 5.3-65 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1c, has been revised to reflect
the El Segundo blue butterfly (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).

5F. Contrary to the comments made in this comment, the Project site contains a high
number of non-native plant species and is disturbed by numerous trails.  In addition,
a high number feral animals are known to occur in the area.  Field observations of
the adjacent Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) site prior to grading, included over eight
house cats in one field visit.
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It has been documented8 that restored sage scrub and other habitat types, when
done in a biologically sound manner and under supervision of a qualified biologist
with experience in native plant restoration, can and will support a wide variety of
native plant and animal species including those listed as threatened or endangered
by the state and federal regulatory agencies.  The creation of habitat is an approved
form of mitigation by the regulatory agencies and is often a component of
compensation/mitigation plans that are processed with these agencies.  

Because of the mitigation of the proposed plan, including preservation, restoration,
and protection of retained native habitats, it is expected that the proposed Project
site would continue to support the gnatcatcher both for breeding and dispersal
activity. 

5G. As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant pallet
would only include locally appropriate native species.  In regards to wildlife
movement, the steep cliffs of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage
for wildlife east and west of the site would be maintained as permanent open space
and would not be impacted.  The project design of the UPVA area has maintained
a connection to the open space areas off-site.  In addition, the preserved habitat
areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site
are expected to provide for local movement on and off-site. 

The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation as discussed on Page 5.3-58.  The mitigation proposed in
the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1.
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The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
5.3-4 increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently present on the UPVA.
Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing annual grassland onsite
to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western portions of the UPVA.  The
restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase the size of the existing
habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently fragmented sage scrub areas
with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and restoration areas also provide
for a continued and increased connection to off-site areas.  In regards to the
connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the proposed restoration plan
would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the vicinity of where the two
projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub does not currently exist
in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide an increase in the
potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of sage scrub in this
area.  

In regards to significant impacts on “important corridors”, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form which includes
questions relating to biological resources.  The issues presented in the Initial Study
Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this Draft EIR section.
CEQA states that a project may create a significant environmental impact if the
project interferes substantially with the movement of any native or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds
established, the proposed Project does not interfere substantially with the
movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs of the RHA that are expected
to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site would be maintained
as permanent open space and would not be impacted; (2) the design of the UPVA
area has maintained a connection to the open space areas off-site; and (3) the
preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas
on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local movement on and off-site.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 5A.

5H. Impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat within the City are required by the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) to be mitigated on a project-by-project basis
according to regulation requirements of Section 4, 7, or 10 of the ESA. The
resource agencies, both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game, would not allow the removal of coastal sage scrub
without a program that provides for the long-term preservation and/or restoration of
coastal sage scrub.  In many, if not all instances, the amount of habitat preserved
and/or restored is over two times as great as the area impacted.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 5A for additional comments on the NCCP.
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5I. Exhibit 5.13-1 of the Draft EIR, Proposed Recreational Facilities, illustrates the
locations of the proposed pedestrian trails, resort walkways, golf cart paths, joint-
use trails, multi-use trails, public parking areas, stairways, scenic view points, and
shore access.  The following table details the recreational facilities proposed by the
current Long Point Resort Project:

Recreational
Facility

Long Point Resort Project

RHA UPVA Total

Pedestrian Trails (Miles) 2.1 0.9 3.0

Resort Walkways (Miles) 1.3 0.0 1.3

Golf Cart Paths (Miles) 1.6 1.6 3.2

Joint-use Trails (Miles) 0.9 0.0 0.9

Multi-use Trails (Miles) 1.8 0.0 0.8

Off-Site Regional Trails (Miles)1 n/a n/a 1.9

TOTAL TRAILS 6.7 2.5 11.1

General Public Parking (Spaces) 100 402 140

Stairways 1 1 2

Scenic View Points 3 5 8

Shore Access 2 n/a 2

Golf Course/Practice Area (Acres) 33.9 37.13 71.0

General Public Park (Acres) 2.0 2.8 4.8

General Public Park Improvements (Acres) 5.0 0.0 5.0

Habitat Conservation Area (Acres) 6.7 24.9 31.6

1. Off-site trail improvements include the Vanderlip Trail Connection, Point Vicente Trail, Salvation Army Trail, and the
City Hall Segment/Hawthorne Trail.

2. These 40 public parking spaces serve both the Public Golf Practice Facility and the Point Vicente Overlook Park
on the Upper Point Vicente Area.

3. This acreage includes native habitat areas within the golf course, but does not include the 2.8 acres of general-use
public parks or the 24.9 acres of Native Habitat Conservation that are out of bounds to golf.

On the Resort Hotel Area, the existing entitlement plan called out the on-site
portions of the Marineland Segment Trail “C-5", Flower Field Trail “E-2", and Long
Point Trails “D”.  The Draft EIR prepared for the previously proposed Project did not
quantify the length of these trails.  However, the Project was conditioned by the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes (Condition C-5) as follows:

Prior to the approval of the conceptual site plan by the Planning Commission
(i.e., a future plan revised to reflect the City’s conditional approval), the
developer shall submit and receive approval of a public amenities plan,
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including specific design standards and placement of all trails, vista points,
parking facilities, subject to the review (of) the Trails Committee, the Director
of Environmental Services, and the Director of Parks and Recreation, and
approval by the City Council (Resolution No. 91-43, Exhibit “A”, p. 6).

When compared to the proposed Project, the No Development Alternative would
provide none of the recreational facilities proposed on the UPVA.  More specifically,
this Alternative would not provide 2.5 miles of trails, one stairway, 5 scenic view
points, 2.8 acres of general public parks and a golf practice facility.  Additionally, the
1.9 miles of off-site regional trails would not be provided.  Further, as previously
noted, the quantity of recreational facilities proposed on the RHA is uncertain since
the Draft EIR prepared for the previously proposed Project did not quantify the
length of these trails, nor did it provide a Proposed Recreational Facilities Map
illustrating the proposed facilities.  As noted in Section 5.13, Recreation, analysis
has concluded that the trails (and their alignment) proposed as part of the Long
Point Resort Project would be consistent with the policies and recommendations
identified in the General Plan, Coastal Specific Plan, Conceptual Trails Plan, and
Conceptual Bikeways Plan.  However, based on the available data, it is concluded
that of the five trails provided by the proposed Project, the Coastal Access Trail and
the Resort Entry Trail would not be developed with this Alternative.  

It is acknowledged that both the proposed Project and this Alternative would provide
a golf course.  However, based on the available data, this Alternative would provide
less recreational opportunities than the proposed Project, therefore, only partially
fulfilling the Project’s objectives to provide open space and trails.

Page 7.15 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect the data
discussed above regarding trails proposed under the existing entitlement.

5J. Alternative 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, does not involve the
development of a resort hotel on the RHA therefore, would not fulfill the objectives
noted in this comment of establishing a destination coastal resort or improving water
quality through construction and implementation of a Runoff Management/Water
Quality Management Plan.  This would be consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c) which state the following:

“Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the
basic project objectives; (ii) infeasibility; or (iii) inability to avoid
significant environmental impacts. [Emphasis added.]”
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Additionally, Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, has been expanded
to include Alternative 7.10, Point Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing
Entitlement Alternative.

Response to Comment No. 6
Richard Wagner, Chief
County of Los Angeles, Department of Health Services, Environmental Health
February 12, 2001 

6A. This comment letter notes that the Department is satisfied with the environmental
document with respect to water supply and wastewater treatment.  The Department
has no further comments. 

Response to Comment No. 7
Author Unknown
County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
February 6, 2001

7A. This letter is a request for two additional copies of the Draft EIR.  Two additional
copies were submitted to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department on February
21, 2001, by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 8
David R. Leininger, Acting Chief
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
March 15, 2001

8A. Page 5.11-11 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Consequently, it is anticipated that Project implementation would have an
impact on the adequacy of the Fire Department’s level of service since the
proposed resort development would increase the potential for urban-related
fire and life safety occurrences on the site.  Since the Project is situated
within the Consolidated Fire Protection District, the District would receive
property tax revenues from the property.  This funding is to be used for
staffing and equipment and would result in less than significant impacts.
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10  As the timing and location of the new fire station is unknown at this time, it’s development would
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11  

12  
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Project implementation would potentially impact the Fire Department’s level
of service , however, it would not warrant the construction of new fire
protection related facilities, nor would it result in the need for alteration of
existing facilities.  

8B. Page 5.11-12 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

As previously stated, the proposed development would be required to comply
with all applicable  code and ordinance requirements for 

  

construction;
access ;
water mains;
fire  flows and hydrants ;
brush clearance; and 
fuel modification plans;
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15  As the timing and location of the new fire station is unknown at this time, it’s development would
be subject to the CEQA review process independent of the proposed Project. 

16  

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-51

The proposed Project would be subject to the applicable codes which include
fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch
residual pressure for up to a five hour duration; and minimum driveway
widths.  

It should be noted that the comment with respect to High-Density Residential is not
applicable to the proposed Project.

Response to Comment No. 316
Danny Kolker, Planning Analyst 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
May 10, 2001

316A. Page 5.11-11 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Consequently, it is anticipated that Project implementation would have an
impact on the adequacy of the Fire Department’s level of service since the
proposed resort development would increase the potential for urban-related
fire and life safety occurrences on the site.  Since the Project is situated
within the Consolidated Fire Protection District, the District would receive
property tax revenues from the property.  This funding is to be used for
staffing and equipment and would result in less than significant impacts.
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Project implementation would potentially impact the Fire Department’s level
of service , however, it would not warrant the construction of new fire
protection related facilities, nor would it result in the need for alteration of
existing facilities.  

Response to Comment No. 9
Felicia Ursitti, Project Engineer
County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County
February 7, 2001

9A. Page 5.11-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Puente Hills Landfill is permitted to receive 72,000 tons of non-hazardous
solid and inert waste per week.  According to the District, this landfill is
expected to reach capacity between the year 2003 and the year 2006.  

9B. Page 5.11-9 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The South Gate Transfer Station
 receive

 545 tons of non-hazardous solid and inert waste per day.
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Response to Comment No. 10
Ruth I. Frazen, Engineering Technician
County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County
March 9, 2001

10A. Page 5.11-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The wastewater generated by the Project site is treated at the Joint Water
Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP), located at 24501 South Figueroa in
Carson.  The JWPCP has a design capacity of 385.0 mgd and currently
processes an average flow of 332.4  mgd.  

10B. Page 5.11-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Project implementation would not result in a significant impact with respect
to wastewater services

 charges a fee for the privilege of connecting
(directly or indirectly) to their sewerage system or increasing the existing
strength and/or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or
operation already connected.  

  With  payment of this connection fee  to offset
the costs to construct an incremental expansion of the existing sewerage
system, the Project's impact would be considered as less than significant.

10C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 10B.  
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Response to Comment No. 11
Michael Mohler, Vice President
Destination Development Corporation
April 5, 2001

11D. Chenopod scrub (also referred to as saltbush scrub) is a recognized “scrub type”
similar to southern cactus scrub, southern coastal bluff scrub, and coastal sage
scrub.  It is acknowledged in the Draft EIR that this area is heavily disturbed;
however, this area contains the plant species type and density that warrant the
designation of chenopod scrub.  This designation is also consistent with the
definition of “saltbush scrub” in the Palos Verdes Peninsula Subarea NCCP
program Phase I Summary Report (December 1998).  Although saltbush scrub is
not identified on the Project site by the NCCP report, the mapping done for the
regional plan is at a much more “macro” scale and may not have had the level of
field investigation that would have identified the relatively small patch of disturbed
chenopod scrub within the surrounding annual grassland (also containing ruderal
species) on the Project site.

Regarding mitigation, Dr. Pat Mock, the biological consultant preparing the NCCP
documents, has stated that in the NCCP documents, the “scrub types” were all
given the same level of biological importance when considered for inclusion of the
reserve design.  Please note that the mitigation for the project was not increased as
a result of the identification of the chenopod scrub onsite.  The Long Point Habitat
and Conservation Plan contained enough onsite preservation and enhancement to
mitigate all scrub impacts.  

The chenopod scrub onsite would require mitigation based on precedent set by the
USFWS in the concurrence of the Interim Habitat Loss Permit for the Subregion 1
(Oceanfront) project site (see attached). The Subregion 1 project was required to
mitigate for both chenopod (quail bush) scrub and coastal sage scrub/grassland
ecotone.  The required restoration ratio was 4.2 acre of restored habitat for 1 acre
impacted. 

The attached underlined text from Page II-16 of the County of Orange Central and
Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation
Plan provides further confirmation for the current identification of chenopod scrub
which would be applicable to the onsite conditions.  

11E. The discussion of the regulatory options to obtain authorization from the USFWS
regarding impacts on gnatcatchers and coastal sage scrub would remain as stated
in the Draft EIR.

11F. Pages 5.3-2, 5.3-25, 5.3-26, and 5.3-48 of the Draft EIR have been revised to
reflect the focused surveys for the Palos Verdes blue butterfly conducted between
March 17 and April 22, 2001 (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).  Additionally the discussion on the El Segundo blue butterfly has been
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revised on Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-48 (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).

Page 5.3-65, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1c, of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect
the El Segundo blue butterfly (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).

11G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11F.

11H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11D.

11I. The Draft EIR states that 16.8 acres of sage scrub habitat would be
restored/created on the UPVA, not 15.7 acres.

Refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section, for a discussion of the
phasing plan proposed as a part of the LPHCP.

Please note that the Draft EIR identified 4.91 acres of scrub communities impacted
by the proposed Project, not 2.21 acres as noted in this comment.  Also, refer to
Response to Comment No. 11D.

11J. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11D.

11K. The Pages 5.3-2, 5.3-36, and 5.3-52 of the Draft EIR have been revised to
incorporate new information regarding the Pacific pocket mouse (refer to Volume
IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

Page 5.3-18 of the Draft EIR, Table 5.3-3, Special Status Wildlife Species
Potentially Occurring Within the Project Region, has been revised with respect to
the “Likelihood of Occurrence” for the Pacific pocket mouse (refer to Volume IV,
Revised Biological Resources Section).

Page 5.3-66, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1f, of the Draft EIR has been revised (omitted)
(refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

11L. The impact area for the RHA has been determined by BonTerra Consulting based
on the Grading Plan (October 2, 2000).  The impact area was determined to include
a small portion of coastal bluff scrub when the impact area was integrated into the
GIS program and compared with the vegetation maps of the site.  However, the
Project Applicant has noted that they would avoid any impact to coastal bluff scrub,
regardless of what may be indicated on the map. Because the mapping exercise
indicated that a small area would be impacted, mitigation to avoid these areas was
specified.  

11M. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11L.
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11N. The Jurisdictional Delineation for the Long Point, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Los
Angeles County, California (March 13, 2001 [Revised May 30, 2001]) was provided
by Glenn Lukos Associates on June 4, 2001.  This document has been reviewed
and portions of the document have been summarized and included in the Biological
Resources section of the Final EIR.  

Pages 5.3-2, 5.3-3, 5.3-8, and 5.3-53 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect
the Jurisdictional Delineation (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).  

11O. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11F, 11G, and 11K.

11P. Page 5.4-18 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Thus, it is impossible to judge the full extent of the disturbances or the
quantity and quality of the in-place artifact-bearing deposits without an
archaeological testing program of scientific excavations to determine the
current depth, breadth, and content of the site. 

 In in order to
determine whether the Project would have an effect on Site CA-LAN-103 as
a historical resource, an evaluation is required to determine whether or not
the site meets the statutory definition of a historical resource.  Such a
determination would depend upon results of the archaeological testing and
evaluation program.

11Q. Page 5.4-27 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.4-3, has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

5.4-3 In the event human remains are discovered during grading/
construction activities, work shall cease and an appropriate
representative of Native American Indian groups and the County
Coroner shall both be informed and consulted, as required by State
law.  



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

19 

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-57

11R. According to this comment, additional subsurface investigations were conducted on
the postulated landslide in the Upper Point Vicente Area (refer to Draft EIR Exhibit
5.5-2, Upper Point Vicente Area Geologic Map).  This additional investigation was
required in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure 5.5-7b.  

The additional investigations have demonstrated the absence of a landslide in the
area delineated on Exhibit 5.5-2.  These additional investigations were addressed
in the following reports:  Response to Review Comment by Bing Yen & Associates,
Inc. (Neblett & Associates, March 12, 2001) and Transmittal Regarding Long Point
Parcel (Neblett & Associates, February 15, 2000).  It should be noted that the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes’ geotechnical reviewer also observed the borings.  It was
concluded that there is no evidence of a landslide in the southeast corner of the
Upper Point Vicente Area.  The reports further presented slope stability analyses
that demonstrate the area to be stable.

D. Scott Magorien, C.E.G., Engineering Geologist for the Draft EIR has reviewed the
reports noted above and has concurred with these findings.  Due to the availability
of this new data, Exhibit 5.5-2 of the Draft EIR, Upper Point Vicente Area Geologic
Map) has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect the absence of the postulated
landslide in the Upper Point Vicente Area (refer to Volume I, Final EIR).

Page 5.5-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows: 

A relatively larger landslide labeled “Qls” as depicted in Exhibit 5.5-2 UPVA
Geologic Map, has been  postulated within the southeast
corner of the UPVA.  Additional exploratory drilling would be necessary 

 to further evaluate the presence, or absence, of this suspected
landslide. 

Page 5.5-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

In order to evaluate the impact and provide mitigating measures due to the
postulated  landslide located in the southeast corner of the UPVA,
a comprehensive subsurface investigation by the Project's geotechnical
consultant would be required   Impacts  would be reduced to
a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation requiring
compliance with the building setback line and a comprehensive subsurface
investigation. 
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Page 5.5-30 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.5-7b, has been revised (omitted)
in the Final EIR as follows:

5.5-7b Prior to Grading Permit issuance on the UPVA, a comprehensive
subsurface investigation shall be conducted by the Applicant’s
geotechnical consultant regarding the postulated landslide located in
the southeast corner of the UPVA. The investigation shall be
conducted at Project design level, pursuant to City review
requirements, and to the satisfaction of the City’s Geotechnical
Consultant.  The study shall also include preparation of appropriate
geologic cross sections to be used to perform slope/landslide stability
analysis.  Based on the results of the analysis, a mitigation
concept/plan shall be implemented. 

5.5-7c Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the . . . . . 

5.5-7d Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the . . . . . 

5.5-7e A biannual reconnaissance of the UPVA . . . . . 

11S. Page 5.6-27 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Schematics of the proposed treatment facilities associated with the
development are illustrated in  Exhibit 5.6-4, Discharge Pt. 1
Conceptual Drainage System Schematic, and  Exhibit 5.6-5,
Discharge Pt. 2 Conceptual Drainage System Schematic

The Water Quality Management Plan and the Hydrology and Water Quality
Technical Appendix which contain more detail on the proposed water quality
management plan, including BMPs, are available for review at the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes City Hall. 

The onsite swales (a Best Management Practice), which are located within the golf
course, would be designed specifically to treat runoff from the proposed golf course.
The swales would not contain sensitive habitat (they would be comprised of specific
vegetation to increase pollutant uptake) and would not irrigate sensitive habitat
areas.
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The swales are part of a storm drain system that would discharge directly to the
Pacific Ocean.  There may be a slight increase in salinity levels in the runoff from
the golf course areas.  However, the amount of runoff from the golf course is
minimal in comparison to the significantly higher salinity levels in the water of the
Pacific Ocean.  Due to the close proximity to the ocean and the fact that the
irrigation runoff would not impact habitat areas, the impact to altered salinity levels
is considered less than significant.

The reference to spreading grass clippings along the course or wooded areas is an
option being considered as part of the WQMP.  Wooded areas refers to areas
outside of the golf course.  Page 5.6-28 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

A complete routine disposal program would include the collection of grass
clippings, which would be dried and then composted or spread along the golf
course rough or wooded areas. 

The dry detention basin is only being considered as a possible option pending
further refinement of the WQMP and slope stability analysis.  The optional dry
detention basins would be located in an off-line condition, so that storm flows would
bypass the basin.  The treatment BMPs have been designed to treat the “first flush”
as required in the Los Angeles County SUSMP. 

11T. Page 5.8-43 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.8-1e, has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

5.8-1e In addition to standard BMP’s employed for storm drain construction,
the following BMPs  shall be implemented during grading/construction
activities to ensure that impacts to shoreline habitats and shoreline
organisms are avoided:

• All beach vehicular movement shall be limited to the backshore
environment behind the lower beach berm 

. 

• All construction debris shall be removed from the site as often
as deemed necessary by the City's Construction Monitor to
prevent the material from being washed out to sea on the high
tides. 

• Coastal protection devices shall minimize intrusion into sand
beach habitat.  Any sand beach habitat that is disturbed during
the construction habitat shall be restored to its natural state
following the completion of construction.
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11U. Comment is noted.  The Project Applicant may elect to implement either option
identified in Mitigation Measure 5.10-2a, Hole No. 3.

This comment questions why in Kipp Schulties report dated January 23, 2001 there
are two different recommendations regarding distances from the property boundary.
Moving the second landing area over to the right by 80 to 100 feet is recommended.
The intent is to move the second landing area over to the right by an "additional" 80
to 100 feet from where it is shown on the plan.  The plan shows this landing area
(or the centerline close to the landing area) to be within 70 feet of the property
boundary at one point.  That is too close.  There needs to be an absolute minimum
of 150 feet away - more ideally 175 feet away.  Accordingly, the recommendation
is made of moving this another 80 to 100 (or even 105 feet) to the right.  This can
be accomplished safely by making the next hole a par three.

Shortly thereafter in the aforementioned report of January 23, 2001, it is stated in
the recommendation section (same Page) under Option # 2 that the second landing
area be moved a minimum of 150 feet - “ideally 175 feet - away from the property
boundary.”  Moving this landing area by 80 to 105 feet accomplishes the same
thing.

11V1. The Los Angeles County significant impact threshold has been applied within the
traffic study at the direction of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes staff.

11V2. Comment is noted.  The intersection of Palos Verdes Boulevard (NS) at Palos
Verdes Drive West - South (EW) is projected to operate at LOS D for each
scenario.  Accordingly, Page 5.12-15 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final
EIR as follows:

• Palos Verdes Boulevard (NS) at: 
;

- Palos Verdes Drive West – North (EW);
- Palos Verdes Drive West - South (EW);

Page 5.12-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

• Palos Verdes Boulevard (NS) at: 
;

- Palos Verdes Drive West – North (EW);
- Palos Verdes Drive West - South (EW);
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Page 5.12-25 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

• Palos Verdes Boulevard (NS) at: 
;

- Palos Verdes Drive West – North (EW);
- Palos Verdes Drive West - South (EW);

11V3. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11V1.

11V4. Page 5.12-44 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.12-1e, is revised as follows in
the Final EIR:

5.12-1e Prior to Occupancy Permit issuance, the Project Applicant shall make
 the following roadway

improvements 

• Silver Spur Road (NS) at Hawthorne Boulevard  (EW)
- Restripe south leg with two left turn lanes, one through

lane and one right turn lane and
- Provide north leg with one left turn lane, two through

lanes and one right turn lane
• Hawthorne Boulevard  (NS) at Palos Verdes Drive North (EW)

- Provide west leg with one left turn lane, one shared left/
through lane, one through lane and one right turn lane

• Western Avenue (NS) at 25th Street (EW)
- Provide east leg with one left turn lane, two through

lanes and one right turn lane

11W. Section 7.2 of the Draft EIR, No Project Alternative, has been revised in the Final
EIR in response to the availability of additional details regarding the existing
entitlement (refer to Volume I, Final EIR).

11X. It should be noted that the Alternative identified by the Applicant as their preferred
Alternative was analyzed in Draft EIR Section 7.5, Relocate Practice Facility -
Option “B” Alternative.  As noted in this comment, the Project Applicant intends to
modify their applications to reflect as the preferred project a refined Alternative 7.5.
The Applicant has agreed to modify Alternative 7.5 in response to comments
regarding prior promises made to St. Paul's Lutheran Church and/or the Villa Capri
residents.  Additionally, Alternative 7.5 was modified in an effort to reduce biological
impacts and golf safety impacts in the Upper Point Vicente Area.  In summary,
refinements to this Alternative include the following:
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• Increased separation between the golf course and St. Paul's Lutheran
Church;

• Revised outline of Hole No. 3 to avoid the mixed sage scrub habitat
in the northeastern corner of the Upper Point Vicente Area; and

• Revised outline of driving range.

Accordingly, Section 7.5 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect
these modifications (refer to Volume I, Final EIR).  Further, it should be noted that
a detailed evaluation of the Biological impacts associated with Alternative 7.5 has
been conducted by Bonterra Consulting and included in Section 7.5 of the FEIR.
Also included in Section 7.5 of the FEIR is a detailed evaluation of the golf safety
impacts conducted by Kipp Schulties Golf Design, Inc.

11Y. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11R. 

Response to Comment No. 12
Softball League Residents
Diamondback Ten and Under Girls Softball League
March 28, 2001 (Letter incorrectly notes April 28, 2001)

12A. Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the proposed Project.  A softball field
has not been identified as a Project component.  These comments do not raise any
new environmental issue.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 13
Jess Morton, Los Angeles County Director
Endangered Habitats League
April 6,2001

13A. As defined in the document, wildlife corridors must  “connect” habitat patches.  The
Draft EIR acknowledges the UPVA’s connection to the habitats to the east and the
RHA’s to the east and west.  However, direct connection on the UPVA to open
space areas north and west are obstructed by Hawthorne Boulevard, Palos Verdes
Drive West, and residential and commercial development.  As a result, less mobile
wildlife species would be limited in their ability to reach the open space areas to the
north and west.  More mobile species, such as birds, are less affected by these
obstructions and are expected to be able to reach the open space areas north and
west of the site that provide suitable habitat for these species.
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Regarding wildlife crossings, please note that based on literature20, crossings
typically are manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, and
tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other
physical obstacles.  Wildlife crossings are not present across Hawthorne Boulevard
to the north of the UPVA or across Palos Verdes Drive to the west and south.    

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist form which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with the
movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife
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nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the proposed Project does not
interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs
of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west
of the site would be maintained as permanent open space and would not be
impacted; (2) the design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open
space areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed
coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for
local movement on and off-site.  

The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation are discussed on Page 5.3-58.   The mitigation proposed
in the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1. 

The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.
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As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.21  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 

• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly

adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.
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At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
Page 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently
present on the UPVA.  Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing
annual grassland onsite to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western
portions of the UPVA.  The restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase
the size of the existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently
fragmented sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and
restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased connection to off-site
areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the
proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the
vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub
does not currently exist in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide
an increase in the potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of
sage scrub in this area.  

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant palette
would only include locally appropriate native species.  The steep cliffs of the RHA
that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site
would be maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted.  The
Project design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site.  In addition, the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed
coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for
local movement on and off-site. 

Comment is noted. Centromadia is the current taxonomy for the previous Hemizonia
species (Novon 9:462-471[1999]) as cited in the CNPS 2000 Electronic Inventory.
Minor typographical errors can occur during the preparation of an EIR due to
erroneous corrections made during a “spellcheck” by the computer and/or simple
human oversight.  Minor typographical errors in an EIR do not render an EIR
inadequate. 
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Page 5.3-13, Table  5.3-2, Special Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring
Within the Project Region, and Page 5.3-22 of the Draft EIR are revised to reflect
the correct spelling of  Aphanisma blitoides) (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).

Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-26, and Page 5.3-15, Table 5.3-3, Special Status Wildlife
Species Potentially Occurring Within the Project Region, of the Draft EIR have been
revised to reflect the correct spelling of Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis
(refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).  

Pages 5.3-2 and 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the correct
plant which is associated with the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides
allyni):  coast buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) (refer to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section).  Additionally, the discussion regarding this issue has
been revised.

A list of the plant species observed on the Project site during the verification surveys
conducted by BonTerra Consulting on August 22 and September 1, 2000, focused
special status plant surveys conducted by Dudek & Associates in 1998, and
butterfly host plant surveys conducted by Dudek & Associates on June 15, 1999 has
been included in Appendix 15.3 of the Final EIR, Biological Resources.  In addition,
a list of wildlife species observed or expected to occur onsite has also been
incorporated.

Response to Comment No. 14
Alyda White, President
League of Women Voters of Palos Verdes Peninsula
March 14, 2001

14A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 15
Board of Directors
Palos Verdes Girls Softball League
March 27, 2001

15A. Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the proposed Project.  A softball field
has not been identified as a Project component.  These comments do not raise any
new environmental issue.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Additionally, the softball complex illustrated on the exhibit enclosed with this
comment is located outside the proposed Project limits.  

Response to Comment No. 16
Juan Torres, President
Palos Verdes Peninsula Girls Softball League (PVPGSL)
March 13, 2001

16A. Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the proposed Project.  A softball field
has not been identified as a Project component.  These comments do not raise any
new environmental issue.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Additionally, the softball complex illustrated on the exhibit enclosed with this
comment is located outside the proposed Project limits.  

These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 17
Barry Holchin, Conservation Chair
Sierra Club Palos Verdes South Bay Group
March 13, 2001

17A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

17B. Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, has been expanded to include
Alternative 7.10, Point Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing Entitlement
Alternative.

17C. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

17D. The Project would be subject to compliance with energy conservation measures in
accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative Code.  The energy
conservation measures described in this comment are permitted if the Applicant so
chooses to implement them, however, these would not be a requirement. 

17E. As defined in the document, wildlife corridors must  “connect” habitat patches.  The
Draft EIR acknowledges the UPVA’s connection to the habitats to the east and the
RHA’s to the east and west.  However, direct connection on the UPVA to open
space areas north and west are obstructed by Hawthorne Boulevard, Palos Verdes
Drive West, and residential and commercial development.  As a result, less mobile
wildlife species would be limited in their ability to reach the open space areas to the
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north and west.  More mobile species, such as birds, are less affected by these
obstructions and are expected to be able to reach the open space areas north and
west of the site that provide suitable habitat for these species.

Regarding wildlife crossings, please note that based on literature22, crossings
typically are manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, and
tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other
physical obstacles.  Wildlife crossings are not present across Hawthorne Boulevard
to the north of the UPVA or across Palos Verdes Drive to the west and south.    

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist form which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with the
movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the proposed Project does not
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interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs
of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west
of the site would be maintained as permanent open space and would not be
impacted; (2) the design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open
space areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed
coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for
local movement on and off-site.  

The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation are discussed on Page 5.3-58.   The mitigation proposed
in the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1. 

The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.
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As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.23  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 

• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly

adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.
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At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
Page 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently
present on the UPVA.  Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing
annual grassland onsite to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western
portions of the UPVA.  The restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase
the size of the existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently
fragmented sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and
restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased connection to off-site
areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the
proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the
vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub
does not currently exist in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide
an increase in the potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of
sage scrub in this area.  

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant palette
would only include locally appropriate native species.  The steep cliffs of the RHA
that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site
would be maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted.  The
Project design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site.  In addition, the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed
coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for
local movement on and off-site. 

As noted in Section 3.0, Project Description, no netting of the golf course or golf
practice facility is proposed or required.  

As discussed in Section 5.13, Recreation, and 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning, the proposed Project would not conflict with the policies and
recommendations identified in the General Plan and Coastal Specific Plan with
respect to coastal access.  Analysis has concluded that the Project would be
consistent with the recommendations and a less than significant impact would
occur.
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17F. As noted in Section 5.10, Public Health and Safety, a Peer Review and Safety
Analysis for the Long Point Resort  Course and Practice Facility was conducted by
Kipp Schulties Golf Design, Inc., (September 15, 2000).  The analysis was
conducted to confirm that the layout, routing and grading would not conflict with
safety as it relates to residential units, adjacent holes, streets, and pedestrian traffic.
The analysis concluded that the potential for conflict with errant shots landing on or
near the pedestrian trails existed in certain areas (i.e., Holes #3, #5 and #9).  This
impact  would be considered significant unless mitigated.  With implementation of
the specified Mitigation Measures, impacts in this regard would be reduced to less
than significant levels.

Exhibit 5.13-1, Proposed Recreational Facilities, illustrates the location of the
proposed pedestrian trails, including the following which are located in proximity to
major roadways:

• Un-named Trail (off-site pedestrian trail along Hawthorne Boulevard);
• Salvation Army Trail (pedestrian trail along Palos Verdes Drive

South);
• Marineland Trail (joint-use [pedestrian and bicycle]) situated along

Palos Verdes Drive South; and 
• Un-named Trail (multi-use [pedestrian and equestrian] situated along

Palos Verdes Drive South, parallel to Marineland Trail.

As noted in Section 5.13, Recreation, analysis has concluded that the trails (and
their alignment) proposed as part of the Long Point Resort Project would be
consistent with the policies and recommendations identified in the General Plan,
Coastal Specific Plan, Conceptual Trails Plan, and Conceptual Bikeways Plan.

The proposed development is comprised of 11.1 miles of new public bicycle trails,
equestrian trails, pedestrian trails/stairways, and coastal access ramps.  Of these
11.1 miles of trails, 7.9 miles would be open to public access consistent with City
of Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code 12.16.030 pertaining to parks and
parklands as follows: “No person shall remain in any park between one hour after
sundown and one hour before sunrise”.  The remaining 3.2 miles comprising golf
cart paths would be available for use by the general public during non-golfing hours.

With respect to the request to establish a trail committee, both the Conceptual
Bikeways Plan (Revised 1996) and the Conceptual Trails Plan (Revised September
1993) were developed by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Recreation Department
along with the involvement of a recreation/parks committee.  Thus, these plans were
a cooperative effort and are reflective of the public’s concerns.

17G. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 18
Barry Holchin, Conservation Chair
Sierra Club, Palos Verdes - South Bay Group, Angeles Chapter
April 6, 2001

18A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

18B. A General Plan Amendment on the UPVA changing the land use designation from
Recreational Passive to Recreational Active is considered a less than significant
impact for the following reasons:

• As detailed in Table 5.7-2, General Plan Consistency Analysis, the proposed
Project is considered consistent with all of the applicable goals and policies
in the General Plan;

• The General Plan Urban Environment Element contains recommendations
for development which pertain to the UPVA.  These are outlined in the
Existing Conditions discussion in Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning.  This Element identifies areas set aside in the City for a structured
use.  The UPVA is a designated Recreational Activity area: the Project
proposes development of recreational uses in this area and, therefore, would
be consistent with the designated use;

• The Urban Environment Element recommends the incorporation of active
recreational facilities at the lower Nike Site: the Project proposes that the
overall use of the UPVA be a golf course which is an active recreational use.
Therefore, the proposed Project would be considered consistent with this
recommendation

• The Urban Environment Element recommends that the Nike Site be
designated for park purposes: the Project proposes the development of
passive parkland (a total of 2.2 acres of passive parkland), pedestrian trails
and scenic view points on the UPVA, as well as a golf course and practice
facility.   Therefore, the proposed Project would be considered consistent
with this recommendation.

As the analysis has concluded that the proposed Project would not conflict with the
policies and regulations of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan, and the
recommendations for development which pertain to the UPVA, development of the
proposed golf course and practice facility on the UPVA would not be considered a
significant land use impact with approval of the General Plan Amendment.  Further,
it should be noted that the General Plan currently contemplates the uses proposed
by the Applicant for the UPVA and provides a mechanism for implementing the
proposed uses.
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18C. As noted in Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant Planning, the pedestrian trails,
scenic view points, and public park areas proposed in the UPVA are uses permitted
within the Open Space Recreational District (OR) (Section 17.34).  The proposed
golf course, driving range and related ancillary uses may be constructed within this
district by Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  The proposed Project would be in
compliance with this category upon issuance of a CUP.

As part of the Plan Review process, the proposed Project would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the specified development standards for the OR
District regarding lot size, building height, lot coverage and parking.  The proposed
Project would result in a less than significant impact after compliance with the
specified standards. 

All of these proposed recreational facilities would be designated for public use.  This
would be consistent with the Deed requirement that the UPVA be maintained for
public purposes.  In addition, the proposed golf course and practice facility would
be public and available for use by the resort hotel guests, residents and visitors.

The proposed development is comprised of 11.1 miles of new public bicycle trails,
equestrian trails, pedestrian trails/stairways, and coastal access ramps.  Of these
11.1 miles of trails, 7.9 miles would be open to public access consistent with City
of Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code 12.16.030 pertaining to parks and
parklands as follows: “No person shall remain in any park between one hour after
sundown and one hour before sunrise”.  The remaining 3.2 miles comprising golf
cart paths would be available for use by the general public during non-golfing hours.

Additional comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.

18D. As detailed in Section 5.7, Recreation, the Project’s proposed recreational facilities
include both active and passive recreational uses, some of which are established
in the POU for the UPVA.  Based on the POU detailed in Table 5.7-1, Program of
Utilization, and illustrated Exhibit 5.7-4, Program of Utilization Conceptual Plan, the
recreational uses proposed by the Project which are considered generally consistent
with the POU include the following:

• Hiking/Jogging Trails.  The Project proposes the development of pedestrian
trails in the UPVA;

• Lookout Points.  The Project proposes five scenic view points in the RHA;
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• Picnic Areas & Open Play Areas. The Project proposes these recreational
uses at two locations the City Hall Park Expansion (Planning Area 2-F) and
the Point Vicente Overlook (Planning Area 2-G); and 

• Natural Areas.  The Project proposes approximately 24.9-acres to be
conserved, enhanced and created as Coastal Sage Scrub habitat (Upper
Point Vicente Area Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat (PA 1-B)) in the UPVA.

All of these proposed recreational facilities would be designated for public use.  This
would be consistent with the Deed requirement that the UPVA be maintained for
public purposes.  In addition, the proposed golf course and practice facility would
be public and available for use by the resort hotel guests, residents and visitors.

The Project proposes that approximately one-half of the UPVA be developed with
a golf course.  This would be considered inconsistent with the POU since a golf
course was not an identified recreational use in the POU.  Further, the Deed
established the requirement that the property be used and maintained for the public
purposes for which it was conveyed as set forth in the POU.  This inconsistency
would be considered a significant impact unless mitigated.  However, as the Deed
further authorized amendments to the POU provided written concurrence is first
obtained from the Secretary of the Interior, mitigation that requires obtaining this
approval be obtained prior to Project implementation would reduce impacts to less
than significant levels.

Page 5.7-34 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The Project proposes that  the UPVA be developed
primarily with a golf course.. . . . However, as the Deed further authorized
amendments to the POU provided written concurrence was  obtained
from the Secretary of the Interior, mitigation requiring that 
this approval be obtained prior to Project implementation would reduce
impacts to less than significant levels.

18E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18B, 18C and 18D.  Comments are noted and
will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

18F. As noted in Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant Planning, the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Municipal Code, identifies land uses
permitted and prohibited according to the zoning category of the RHA.  An analysis
was conducted to evaluate the Project’s compliance with each category.  The
resort/conference hotel, and golf course proposed in the RHA may be constructed
within the Commercial Recreational District (CR) with a Conditional Use Permit.
The proposed Project would be in compliance with this category upon issuance of
a CUP.
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Since the proposed resort hotel would be located within the Coastal Specific Plan
District, it would be required to provide public access to and along the bluff.  The
Project proposes two shore access points and a coastal access trail.  Additionally,
the Project proposes the Long Point Trail which is situated along the bluff.
Therefore, the proposed Project would be in compliance with these requirements.

As part of the Plan Review process, the proposed Project would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the specified development standards for the CR
District regarding lot area, landscaping, design, and height.  The proposed Project
would result in a less than significant impact after compliance with the specified
standards. 

The Project does not propose the development of permanent structures within this
District, although, the development of pedestrian trails is proposed.  Pedestrian
trails would be considered a limited recreational use which would be permitted in the
Open Space-Hazard District (OH), provided, that the applicable Natural Overlay
Control District (OC-1) performance criteria are satisfied. 

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18B, 18C and 18D.

Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the City
for consideration.

18G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1D and 1G.

18H. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

18I. 1. A list of the plant species observed on the Project site during the verification
surveys conducted by BonTerra Consulting on August 22 and September 1,
2000, focused special status plant surveys conducted by Dudek &
Associates in 1998, and butterfly host plant surveys conducted by Dudek &
Associates on June 15, 1999 has been included in Appendix 15.3 of the
Final EIR, Biological Resources.  In addition, a list of wildlife species
observed or expected to occur onsite has also been incorporated.

Seacliff buckwheat is present on the RHA within the southern coastal bluff
scrub vegetation type.  Focused surveys on the Project site have been
conducted to  assess the UPVA and RHA for potential habitat for the
federally Endangered Palos Verdes blue (PVB, Glaucopsyche lygdamus
palosverdesensis), and to determine presence or absence of PVB on the
site.  This species was not observed during focused survey efforts conducted
during the Spring of 2001 by BonTerra Consulting.  Therefore, Project
implementation would not result in any impacts on this species.
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It should be noted that focused surveys for the El Segundo blue (Euphilotes
battoides allyni) to determine this species presence/absence from the site
are currently in progress.  Survey results shall be incorporated into Volume
IV, Revised Biological Resources Section, upon completion of the survey
effort.

Pages 5.3-2, 5.3-25, 5.3-26, 5.3-48, and Page 5.3-65, Mitigation Measure
5.3-1c, of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the focused surveys for
the Endangered Palos Verdes blue and El Segundo blue (refer to Volume IV,
Revised Biological Resources Section).

2. As stated in the Survey Methodologies section under 5.3, Biological
Resources of the Draft EIR, the surveys that were conducted by BonTerra
Consulting were not considered focused special status plant surveys but
rather general reconnaissance field surveys to review and verify the
information previously prepared for the Project site by Dudek & Associates.
Dudek & Associates conducted focused special status plant surveys in 1998.
According to the Dudek report, reasonably intact habitats on the site were
surveyed during a period when most, if not all, of the potentially-occurring
special status plant species would be evident, if not blooming. Based on the
Significance Criteria establish for this project pursuant to the CEQA
Guidelines, an appropriate evaluation of potential impacts on special status
plant species known to occur onsite or with a potential to occur onsite was
prepared.

The documentation of the existing conditions on the Project site are
accurate, thorough, and consistent with industry standards and
documentation requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

The proposed Project would not result in the removal of “all appropriate
habitat” or the extirpation of any of the plant or wildlife species known or
expected to occur on the Project site.

3. The annual grassland on the Project site is dominated by non-native grasses
including slender wild oat (Avena barbata), wild oat (Avena fatua), common
ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis ssp.
rubens), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), and shortpod mustard
(Hrschfeldia icana). The disturbed habitats consist of areas that previously
contained Marineland Aquatic Park structures and areas that are cleared for
fire control on a routine basis.  These areas are also characterized by weedy
non-native and native species including short pod mustard, slender wild oat,
Australian saltbush (Atriplex semibaccata), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare),
castor-bean (Ricinus communis), garland chrysanthemum (Chrysanthemum
coronarium), Bermuda grass, ripgut grass, statice (Limonium perezii), big
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saltbush, nasturtium (Trapaeolum majus), horseweed (Conyza canadensis),
horehound (Marrubium vulgare), and rat-tail fescue (Vulpia myuros).
Because these areas are dominated by non-native grasses and forbs,
including many species considered invasive weeds, and these habitat types
are common throughout Southern California, these areas are considered of
low biological value.  

4. Impacts to scrub communities were identified as significant and appropriate
mitigation to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant was
included in the Draft EIR.

5. Thresholds of Significance for biological resources were incorporated from
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Initial Study Environmental Checklist.
With regards to special status species, a project may create a significant
environmental impact if..... “the project has a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Game and Wildlife Service”  (emphasis added).

An evaluation of whether an impact on biological resources would be
substantial must consider both the resource itself and how that resource fits
into a regional or local context.  Substantial impacts would be those that
would substantially diminish, or result in the loss of, an important biological
resource or those that would obviously conflict with local, State or Federal
resource conservation plans, goals, or regulations.  Impacts are sometimes
locally adverse but not significant because, although they would result in an
adverse alteration of existing conditions, they would not substantially
diminish or result in the permanent loss of an important resource on a
population- or region-wide basis.

The finding that some special status species would not be significantly
impacted by the proposed Project included an evaluation of the species
listing status, habitat requirements and distribution, potential threats to the
species, and local or regional open space areas/plans that have provided for
the conservation of a particular species/habitat type.  Projects under CEQA
review rely on information from the USFWS and CDFG regarding the
“survival of that species” by the evaluation of project impacts to species listed
by these agencies as Threatened or Endangered.  
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6. Pages 5.3-45 and -46 of the Draft EIR state the following in regards to
impacts to “threatened plant and animal species”:  Section 15065(a),
Mandatory Findings of Significance, of the CEQA Guidelines states that a
project may have a significant effect on the environment if “...the project has
the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare or threatened species...” (underlining added).    Impacts to
state or federally listed species or those species that meet the criteria as
defined by CEQA were identified as significant in the Draft EIR.  Mitigation
to reduce the impacts to a less than significant level was also provided.  

In regards to significant impacts on “important corridors”, Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form
which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create
a significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with
the movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use
of native wildlife nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the
proposed Project does not interfere substantially with the movement of
wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs of the RHA that are expected to
provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site would be
maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted; (2) the
design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed
coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide
for local movement on and off-site.  

Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts to native habitat types and
special status plant and wildlife species by the proposed golf course uses are
identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-2a, 5.3-2c through e, and 5.3-2g.
Implementation of the Mitigation Measures would reduce the potential
disturbance of the golf course activities to less than significant.

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18I-2 and 18I-3.

7. The “mitigation” for the proposed Project is not solely contained within the
Mitigation Measures within the Draft EIR, but as Project design features. The
design features of the proposed Project include the avoidance of some of the
special status plant communities onsite and the implementation of the
LPHCP.  The proposed Project would required the approval of the LPHCP
by the USFWS, CDFG, and City, prior to project construction. Refer to
Mitigation Measures 1d and 2a of the Draft EIR. This plan, when finalized,
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would contain all necessary details to ensure that impacts to coastal sage
scrub and the gnatcatcher are mitigated.  The Mitigation Measures specified
in Draft EIR and as modified as part of the Response to Comments are
adequate to identify that proposed project can be mitigated to a level of less
than significant.  

    
8. The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with

Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan
(emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified
impact to the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering
the biological value of the resources within the City and the region, the
ongoing efforts to develop the NCCP were considered, including the current
proposed reserve design alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide
comprehensive management and conservation of multiple species while
allowing for compatible and appropriate development and growth. Viable
reserve designs can include several variations, not all of which require the
preservation of all native resources within the subregion for each of the
alternatives to be considered viable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is
currently under development.24  With guidance and input from the major
landowner, local government, state and federal agency, and environmental
organization representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes
peninsula NCCP in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map
existing vegetation communities, along with sensitive species distributions
and their potential habitat, and to then use this information to develop
preliminary alternative reserve designs. Three alternative reserve designs
are currently being considered by the City. At this time, all three alternatives
are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City Council has  authorized
City staff to proceed with a biological and economic analysis of the three
draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred alternative reserve
design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented to the City
Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals
taken into consideration: 
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• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species
Act Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to
be covered by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important
Habitat Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats

directly adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and
habitat linkage function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for
successful restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support
regionally important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and
future development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats
where possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function
can be feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat
restoration, and habitat management.

At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is
consistent with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).
Because the additional economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II)
has not been completed to date for these three alternatives, some
assumptions have to be made in regards to the proposed Project’s
consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs. Based on the
information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.
Therefore, it can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict
with the overall reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary
analysis has shown that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the
proposed Project.
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9. It has been documented25 that restored sage scrub and other habitat types,
when done in a biologically sound manner and under supervision of a
qualified biologist with experience in native plant restoration, can and will
support a wide variety of native plant and animal species including those
listed as threatened or endangered by the state and federal regulatory
agencies.  The creation of habitat is an approved form of mitigation by the
regulatory agencies and is often a component of compensation/mitigation
plans that are processed with these agencies.
Because of the mitigation of the proposed plan, including preservation,
restoration, and protection of retained native habitats, it is expected that the
proposed Project site would continue to support the gnatcatcher both for
breeding and dispersal activity.   

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined in the Draft EIR
and  illustrated on 5.3-4 increases the size of the sage scrub patches
currently present on the UPVA, thus reducing the existing and potential
fragmentation of native habitat patches on the Project site.  Please note the
Project proposes conversion of the existing annual grassland onsite to sage
scrub habitat along the southern and western portions of the UPVA.  The
restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase the size of the
existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently fragmented
sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and
restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased connection to
off-site areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront)
area, the proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of sage scrub
habitat in the vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the
closest.  Sage scrub does not currently exist in this area and the proposed
plan is anticipated to provide an increase in the potential linkage between
these two areas by the restoration of sage scrub in this area.  

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1d identifies that the project applicant shall comply
with the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) with regards to any
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, which is known to occur in the
sage scrub habitat onsite.  The commitment of the project applicant would
be ensured by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) enforcement
of this act and the permit conditions that would apply to the proposed
Project.  Any permit to remove habitat and or impact a federally listed
threatened or endangered species requires monitoring of the proposed
action and reporting requirements for any proposed habitat restoration
program.  If the project applicant does not meet the success criteria
established for the restoration program, the USFWS may require additional
mitigation.  
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The proposed mitigation approach for the UPVA and RHA is based on two
main concepts of open space planning regarding natural resources : (1)
preserve high value areas to the greatest extent possible and (2) enhance
those areas with native habitat that currently do no support high biological
value.  These general concepts have been applied to both the LPHCP and
the mitigation program for the Draft EIR.  

10. Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts, including edge effects, to
native habitat types and special status plant and wildlife species by the
proposed golf course uses are identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-2a, 5.3-
2c through e, and 5.3-2g.  Implementation of these measures would reduce
the potential disturbance of the golf course activities to less than significant.

11. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are
noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

12. The definitions of wildlife movement terminology were generated from the
following sources:

Bennett, A.F.  Habitat corridors and the conservation of small
mammals in the fragmented forest environment.  Landscape Ecol.
4:109-122.  1990.

Farhig, L., and G. Merriam.  1985.  Habitat patch connectivity and
population survival.  Ecology 66:1,792-1,768.

Harris, L. D., and P.B. Gallagher. 1989.  New Initiatives for Wildlife
Conservation; The Need for Movement Corridors.  Pages 11-34 in G.
Mackintosh, ed.  Preserving Communities and Corridors.  Defenders
of Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp.

MacArthur, R.H., and E.O. Wilson.  1967.  The Theory of Island
Biogeography.  Princeton University Press.  Princeton, New Jersey.

 
Noss, R. F.  1983.  A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain
Diversity.  BioScience 33:700-706.

Simberloff, D., and J. Cox.  1987.  Consequences and Costs of
Conservation Corridors.  Conser. Biol. 1:63-71.

 
Soule, M. E.  Viable Populations for Conservation.  Cambridge Univ.
Press, New York, N.Y.  1987.
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13. As discussed on Page 5.3-43, at the present time, there are no remaining
acres of coastal sage scrub in the City NCCP subregion that can be removed
under the 4(d) special rule.  Therefore, it is unlikely that the proposed Project
can be processed through Section 4(d) of the FESA unless the projects that
have already received 4d authorization do not proceed or the USFWS issues
another Biological Opinion that allows for the additional take of habitat within
the subregion, which at this time appears unlikely.  Therefore, mitigation/
compensation for the loss of coastal sage scrub and gnatcatchers would
need to be coordinated with the USFWS and another federal responsible
involved in the Project through Section 7 of the FESA or with the USFWS
through Section 10 of the FESA.  The City cannot preclude the project
applicant from submitting permits for development to the USFWS. 

14. As stated on Page 5.3-59 of the Draft EIR, noise levels in the Project site
would increase over present levels during construction of the proposed
Project.  During construction, temporary noise impacts have the potential to
disrupt foraging, nesting, roosting, and denning activities for a variety of
wildlife species.  Because most species in the vicinity of the Project site are
not listed as Threatened or Endangered by state or federal resource
agencies, these impacts are not considered significant.  However, the
coastal California gnatcatcher, raptor species, and cliff nesting and roosting
species (i.e., peregrine falcon, California gull, osprey, California brown
pelican, and double-crested cormorant) either occur or potentially occur
within proposed natural open space areas on the UPVA and RHA sites.
These species would incur temporary short-term impacts from construction
noise, if present in the vicinity of the Project site, and may be temporarily
displaced due to these disturbances.  Indirect noise impacts on these
species would be considered significant because these species are
protected by federal and state wildlife agencies.  Impacts on these species
would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the
specified mitigation.  Page 5.3-70, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2j, of the Draft EIR
has been revised to include grading restrictions that are typically required by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).

Noise would also increase over present levels with implementation of the
proposed Project resort and recreational uses.  The Project site is currently
periodically disturbed by noise: the RHA is currently used by the movie
industry and the UPVA is located adjacent to the Rancho Palos Verdes City
Hall.  Further, Palos Verdes Drive South bisects the two Project areas (i.e.,
the UPVA and RHA).  Although noise adjacent to the Project site would
increase over current noise levels, and would become more constant, this
increase would not be such that it would substantially reduce common
wildlife populations in the region.  Therefore, a significant impact is not
anticipated in this regard.
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Species that roost or nest along cliffs and the rocky shore of the proposed
open space areas may be indirectly impacted by the increase in noise on the
RHA.  This impact would be potentially significant.  Implementation of the
specified mitigation requiring that a landscaping buffer be planted along the
boundary of developed land uses would reduce this impact to less than
significant. The landscape buffer would provide native and/or drought
tolerant non-invasive plant species to reduce potential indirect effects on
cliff/shore nesting species.

15. As noted in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Drainage,
development of the Long Point Resort may result in long-term impacts to the
quality of storm water and urban runoff, subsequently impacting water
quality.  Impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with
incorporation of the proposed Water Quality Management Plan, the specified
Mitigation Measures, and State, County, and City requirements. 

As noted in Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, the potential for the
accumulation of groundwater beneath the Project area due to infiltration of
landscape irrigation, storm water runoff, etc. appears to be unlikely given the
pervasive  fracturing of the bedrock beneath the area.  However, the addition
of storm water runoff, landscape irrigation for the golf course and resort
areas, etc., could result in the localized building up of groundwater beneath
the Project area.  With the buildup of groundwater comes the increased
potential of localized failures on the bluffs and/or reactivation of existing
landslides due to the buildup of pore pressure in the rock and oil, and the
possibility of groundwater acting to lubricate weak rock and soil layers.  This
impact would be considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation
requiring groundwater monitoring wells and periodic visual reconnaissance.

Refer also to Response to Comment No. 18I.14.

16. As stated on Page 5.3-60 of the Draft EIR, lighting of the proposed Project
in certain areas (hotel and practice facility) would inadvertently result in an
indirect effect on the behavioral patterns of nocturnal and crepuscular (i.e.,
active at dawn and dusk) wildlife that are present along the boundaries of the
urban and natural areas of the UPVA and RHA.  Of particular concern is the
effect on small ground-dwelling animals that use the darkness to hide from
predators, and on owls, which are specialized night foragers.  In addition, the
increase in night lighting could discourage nesting and roosting along the
cliffs and rocky shore adjacent to the RHA.  This increased lighting, in
conjunction with the increased noise and habitat loss, would be considered
potentially significant since it is adjacent to cliff nesting and roosting habitat.
Implementation of the specified mitigation requiring that a lighting plan be
prepared which directs lighting away from sensitive biological resources
would reduce this impact to less than significant.
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17. Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts (including disturbance by
golfers) to native habitat types and special status plant and wildlife species
by the proposed golf course uses are identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-
2a, 5.3-2c through e, and 5.3-2g.  Implementation of the above measures
would reduce the potential disturbance of the golf course activities to less
than significant.

18. Page 5.3-67 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2a, has been revised
to reduce the potential for non-native plants to invade the natural open space
on the Project site (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).

19. The grading limits provided to the EIR consultant contained an area of
grading in very close proximity to the coastal bluff scrub onsite, impacting
approximately 0.10 acre.  However, the Project Applicant has indicated that
the grading limits of the proposed Project would be modified to avoid any
impact to this habitat type.

18J. This comment correctly restates the Draft EIR by saying that the Project would
produce significant air emissions, both during the construction phase (short-term
impacts) as well as during the operational phase (long-term impacts).  Responses
to this comment are categorized below according to short-term impacts and
long-term emissions.

Short-term Impacts:  Table 5.2, Construction Emissions, refers to Appendix 15.2 of
the Draft EIR which contains the URBEMIS7G Computer Model results of the
short-term air emissions estimates.  This comment states that complete horsepower
information for the types of construction equipment included in the impact analysis
were not available in the Draft EIR.  The URBEMIS7G model is recommended for
use by the SCAQMD and is based on emission factors contained in EPA's AP-42
document, the same document referred to in this comment.  The construction
emissions are appropriately compared to the SCAQMD's pounds per day thresholds
(and quarterly construction thresholds).  The Draft EIR states that adherence to the
City Development Code and SCAQMD Rules is required to reduce
construction-related impacts although impacts for nitrogen oxides (NOx) and fine
particulate matter (fugitive dust) would remain significant following implementation
of measures.  As such, NOx emissions would be the only construction-related
pollutant from equipment exhaust which would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.
Although mitigation in the form of proper maintenance of construction equipment
would reduce emissions from construction equipment (i.e., CO, ROG, NOX, and
PM10) by approximately 10 pounds per day, these measures would not reduce the
emissions to below SCAQMD thresholds.  This comment also states that the
proposed Project would be eligible for the SCAQMD RECLAIM program if it were
an industrial facility.  Since this Project is not an industrial project and RECLAIM
deals only with industrial projects, this comment does not apply.
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Long-term Impacts: This comment concurs with the Draft EIR by stating that
long-term air quality impacts from the Project would be significant.  Table 5.2-4 of
the EIR indicates that SCAQMD thresholds for reactive organic compounds (ROG),
NOx, and carbon monoxide (CO) would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.  As also
shown in this Table, the predominant concentration of Project-emitted long-term
pollutants would be from motor vehicles and not from stationary sources.  Stationary
source emissions generated by the Project would not exceed established
thresholds.   This comment letter states that if the Project were an industrial facility,
offsets would be required and the Federal EPA's Title V thresholds would apply.  

SCAQMD Rule 3000(b)25 - Reported Emissions, in part, states 

“...The following types of reported emissions shall not be considered in
determining whether a facility is required to obtain a Title V [Federal
Operating Permit Program for Major Sources] permit:

(A) Fugitive emissions of VOC, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), oxides of sulfur
(SOx), carbon monoxide (CO) or PM-10 unless the source belongs to one of
the categories listed in paragraph 2 of the definition of major source in 40
CFR Part 70, Section 70.2...

(B) Emissions from on-road and off-road mobile equipment, as defined in
Rule 219 - Equipment Not Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation
II.”

Per the aforementioned 40 CFR Part 70, Section 70.2 (definitions), 

“Major source means any stationary source (or any group of stationary
sources that are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties,
and are under common control of the same person (or persons under
common control)) belonging to a single major industrial grouping and that are
described in paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of this definition.  For the purposes of
defining ‘major source,' a stationary source or group of stationary sources
shall be considered part of a single industrial grouping...”

Per the aforementioned SCAQMD Rule 219, motor vehicles as associated with the
proposed Project do not require a written permit pursuant to Regulation II.  The
proposed Project type also is not included in the categories listed in paragraph 2 of
the definition of major sources in 40 CFR Part 70, Section 70.2.  Since this Project
is not an industrial facility and the predominant source of long-term emissions would
be from vehicular sources (as compared to stationary sources associated with
industrial facilities), this comment is not applicable to the proposed Project.
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18K. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18I-15.

18L. Based on a review of Exhibit 5.11-1, Resort Hotel Infrastructure Plan, and Exhibit
5.5-1, Resort Hotel Area Geologic Map, there appears to be an adequate amount
of setback from the top of the bluff and the headscarp area of the shallow landslides
shown on the geologic map.  Moreover, given the highly fractured nature of the
bedrock and the absence of laterally continuous weak clay beds (i.e. bentonite /
tuffaceous clay), infiltration of water from a leaky sewer or water line would likely not
buildup significant hydrostatic pressures within the underlying bedrock/landslide
materials.  It would be the responsibility of the geotechnical and civil design
consultants to consider the impacts of bluff erosion, slope creep, as well as other
aspects concerning maintaining the integrity and long-term stability of any off-site
sewage/water conveyance pipelines for the Project during the design phase.

Page 5.3-53 of the Draft EIR has been revised with respect to utility lines crossing
habitat areas (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

18M. Refer to Response to Comment No. 17F.

18N. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

18O. It should be noted that the Alternative recently identified by the Applicant as their
preferred Alternative was analyzed in Draft EIR Section 7.5, Relocate Practice
Facility - Option “B” Alternative.  The Project Applicant intends to modify their
applications to reflect as the preferred project a refined Alternative 7.5.  The
Applicant has agreed to modify Alternative 7.5 in response to comments regarding
prior promises made to St. Paul's Lutheran Church and/or the Villa Capri residents.
Additionally, Alternative 7.5 was modified in an effort to reduce biological impacts
and golf safety impacts in the Upper Point Vicente Area.  

Refer also to Response to Comment No. 1G.

18P. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

18Q. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 315
Steve Smith, Ph.D., Program Supervisor 
South Coast Air Quality Management District
April 20, 2001

315A. As indicated in Volume II of the Draft EIR, Section 15.2, Air Quality Data, nearly 70
percent of the estimated construction-related NOx emissions would be generated
by site grading activities with the remaining 30 percent generated by mobile
construction equipment.  According to Chapter 11 of the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (Table 11-3), seven  Mitigation Measures are offered related to off-road
mobile emission sources.  Of these seven measures, two measures do not include
reductions for NOx emissions.  Implementation of three other measures would
actually increase NOx emissions.  The remaining two measures both involve the
use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary gasoline power generators
or from diesel power generators.  A substantial reduction in NOx emissions
(efficiency factors of 96 percent and 97 percent, respectively) would occur with
implementation of these measures.  In light of the current energy situation in
California, the use of electricity from power poles during construction is not
considered feasible and, as such, were not recommended in the Draft EIR.

Page 5.2-13 (paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR states that “Even with implementation
of City Code 17.76.020 and 17.76.040(G)(4) regarding dust control techniques
(daily watering, covering of trucks, etc.), limitations on construction hours, and
installation of temporary construction fencing, and adherence to SCAQMD Rule 403
(requires watering for inactive and perimeter areas, track out requirements, etc.),
impacts from PM10 fugitive dust would remain a significant impact.”  The “credit” for
Mitigation Measures referenced in this comment in the computer modeling are
required as part of either the City Development Code or SCAQMD requirements.
As requested by the SCAQMD, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR, which
includes PM10 reducing measures from Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA
Handbook, has been revised in the Final EIR as follows to further clarify required
air quality Mitigation Measures:

5.2-1 Additional measures beyond adherence to City Development Code
and SCAQMD Rules are not required.  
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315B. As evident in Volume II of the Draft EIR, Section 15.2, Air Quality Data, the three
air pollutant sources to be generated by the Project (i.e., construction-related, area
sources, and long-term mobile vehicular sources), were calculated independently
of each other then combined in EIR tables for comparison to SCAQMD thresholds,
as appropriate.  As such, when the first source was calculated, the other two
sources’ default values were turned off in the model (i.e., when construction-related
emissions were calculated, the area source and long-term mobile vehicle source
defaults were turned off, etc.).  The commentor is correct in identifying that the
architectural coatings default was turned off in the model calculations.  In
consultation with the air district who initially produced the URBEMIS7G computer
model, the EIR preparer was advised to turn off the architectural coatings default
since their was an error in the model which would calculate artificially high emission
results when the architectural coatings option was enabled.  Subsequent
consultations with the SCAQMD since production of the URBEMIS7G computer
model have supported disenabling of the architectural coatings option.  The pass-by
trip option was also changed in the model since the average daily trips calculated
in the traffic report would be project-generated trips and not considered pass-by
trips.
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315C. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program is included in the Final EIR.  This Program would be adopted by
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the proposed Project.  The Program would
ensure that the Mitigation Measures and project revisions identified in the EIR are
implemented.

Response to Comment No. 19
Jeffrey M. Smith, Senior Planner 
Southern California Association of Governments
March 28, 2001

19A. Refer to the following table which provides an analysis of the Project’s consistency
with SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide policies.

Page 6-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Growth-inducing impacts include projects which would remove obstacles to
population growth and projects which may encourage and facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively.
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PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG’S 
REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

 SCAG RCPG Policies Consistency Statement

Growth Management Chapter

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts,
which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional council
and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be
used by SCAG in all phases of implementation
and review.

Consistent.  As discussed in Section 6.3, Growth
Inducing Impacts, of this EIR, the proposed Project
is consistent with local and regional population,
employment and housing projections.

3.03 The timing, financing, and location of public
facilities, utility systems, and transportation
systems shall be used by SCAG to implement
the region’s growth policies.

Consistent.  The proposed Project would require
infrastructure and service improvements subject to
review by the City and responsible agencies.

1998 Regional Transportation Plan

4.01 Transportation investments shall be based on
SCAG’s adopted Regional Performance
indicators.

Consistent.  Transportation system improvements
required with and without the proposed Project are
discussed in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation,
of this EIR.

4.02 Transportation investments shall mitigate
environmental impacts to an acceptable level.

Consistent.  Mitigation Measures have been
developed to reduce the impacts associated with
the proposed Project to an acceptable level of
service.  Refer to Section 5.12, Traffic and
Circulation, of this EIR.

4.04 Transportation Control Measures shall be a
priority.

Consistent.  As appropriate, transportation control
measures have been included as traffic and air
quality Mitigation Measures.  Refer to Section 5.12,
Traffic and Circulation, and 5.4, Air Quality, of this
EIR.

4.16 Maintaining and operating the existing
transportation system will be a priority over
expanding capacity.

Consistent.  Mitigation Measures have been
developed to reduce the impacts associated with
the proposed Project to an acceptable level of
service.  Refer to Section 5.12, Traffic and
Circulation, of this EIR.

GMC Policies Related to Improving the Regional Standard of Living

3.05 Encourage patterns of urban development and
land use which reduce costs on infrastructure
construction and make better use of existing
facilities.

Consistent. Refer to Section 5.12 Traffic and
Circulation and Section 5.11, Public Service and
Utilities, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.09 Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the
cost of infrastructure and public service delivery,
and efforts to seek new sources of funding for
development and the provision of services.

Consistent. Refer to Section 5.12 Traffic and
Circulation and Section 5.11, Public Service and
Utilities, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.10 Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize
red tape and expedite the permitting process to
maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

Consistent. Refer to Sections 3-25 and 3-34,
Project Description, of this EIR.  The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-94

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG’S 
REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

(Continued)

 SCAG RCPG Policies Consistency Statement

GMC Policies Related to Improving the Regional Quality of Life

3.12 Encourage existing or proposed local
jurisdictions’ programs aimed at designing land
uses which encourage the use of transit and thus
reduce the need for roadway expansion, reduce
the number of auto trips and vehicle miles
traveled, and create opportunities for residents to
walk and bike.

Consistent.  Refer to Section 5.13, Recreation, for
a discussion of the bicycle paths and multi-use
trails included as a part of the proposed Project.  It
should be noted that a RTD Line Terminus (No.
125) exists on Palos Verdes Drive South,
immediately adjacent to the RHA.  RTD Line 127,
a summer only route, travels from this same
Terminus.  As illustrated in Exhibit 3.7, Circulation
Plan, a bus stop would be relocated immediately
east of Resort Entry Drive.  Refer to Section 10.0,
Effects Found Not to Be Significant, for a
discussion of alternative transportation.  

3.13 Encourage local jurisdictions’ plans that
maximize the use of existing urbanized areas
accessible to transit through infill and
redevelopment.

Consistent.  The proposed Project is an infill
redevelopment project.  Additionally, a bus stop is
proposed on Palos Verdes Drive South adjacent to
the Resort Hotel Area.

3.14 Support local plans to increase density of future
development located at strategic points along the
regional commuter rail, transit systems, and
activity centers.

Consistent.   Refer to Section 3.0, Project
Description, of this EIR  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.16 Encourage developments in and around activity
centers, transportation corridors, underutilized
infrastructure systems, and areas needing
recycling and redevelopment.

Consistent.  The Project involves redevelopment of
the Resort Hotel Area.  Refer to Section 3.0,
Project Description, of this EIR  

3.18 Encourage planned development in locations
least likely to cause environmental impact.

Consistent. The Project is designed in a manner
which will minimize adverse environmental impacts.
The Mitigation Measures included in this EIR have
been developed to address identified adverse
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG
policy.

3.20 Support the protection of vital resources such as
wetlands, groundwater recharge areas,
woodlands, production lands, and land
containing unique and endangered plants and
animals.

Consistent.  Technical studies have been prepared
for the proposed Project addressing these issues.
Refer to Sections 5.3, Biological Resources, of this
EIR.  The Project is supportive of this ancillary
RCPG policy.

3.21 Encourage the implementation of measures
aimed at the preservation and protection of
recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and
archaeological sites.

Consistent.  Refer to Section 5.4, Cultural
Resources, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive
of this ancillary RCPG policy.
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3.22 Discourage development, or encourage the use
of special design requirements, in areas with
steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic
hazards.

Consistent.  The proposed Project has been
designed to reflect site topographic conditions and
seismic hazards.  Mitigation Measures addressing
this issues are found in Section 5.6, Geology, Soils
and Seismicity, of this EIR.  The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.23 Encourage Mitigation Measures that reduce
noise in certain locations, measures aimed at
preservation of biological and ecological
resources, measures that would reduce
exposure to seismic hazards, minimize
earthquake damage, and to develop emergency
response and recovery plans.

Consistent.  Mitigation Measures addressing these
issues are found in Section 5.9, Noise, of this EIR.
The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG
policy.

GMC Policies Related to Providing Social, Political and Cultural Equity

3.27 Support local jurisdictions and other service
providers in their efforts to develop sustainable
communities and provide, equally to all members
of society, accessible and effective services such
as: public education, housing, health care, social
services, recreational facilities, law enforcement,
and fire protection.

Consistent.  The Project’s impacts on these types
of services have been fully analyzed in Section
5.11, Public Services and Utilities, of this EIR.
Mitigation Measures have been incorporated, as
necessary, to reduce the proposed Project’s
impacts.  The Project is supportive of this ancillary
RCPG policy.

Air Quality Chapter

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated
actions needed (e.g., indirect source rules,
enhanced use of telecommunications, provision
of community based shuttle services, provision of
demand management based programs, or
vehicle-miles-traveled/emission fees) so that
options to command and control regulations can
be assessed.

Consistent.  The proposed Project’s consistency
with applicable plans are discussed in Section 5.2,
Air Quality, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this RCPG policy.

5.11 Through the environmental document review
process, ensure that plans at all levels of
government (regional, air basin, county,
subregional and local) consider air quality, land
use, transportation and economic relationships to
ensure consistency and minimize conflicts.

Consistent.  The proposed Project’s consistency
with applicable plans are discussed in Section 5.2,
Air Quality, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this core RCPG policy.

Water Quality Chapter

11.02 Encourage “watershed management” programs
and strategies, recognizing the primary role of
local governments in such efforts.

Consistent.  A hydrology/drainage assessment was
prepared for the proposed Project, which analyzed
watershed impacts.  Refer to Section 5.6,
Hydrology and Drainage, of this EIR.
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11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the
region where it is cost-effective, feasible, and
appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water
and wastewater discharges.  Current
administrative impediments to increased use of
wastewater should be addressed.

Consistent.  The CWSC does not currently have a
reclaimed water program available in this area.  In
the event such a program is made available by
CWSC prior to construction, the Project Applicant
has stated their intent to provide a reclaimed water
distribution system for golf course landscape
irrigation.  The system would be reviewed and
approved by CWSC.  Refer to Section 5.11-6,
Public Services and Utilities, of this EIR.  The
Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Open Space Chapter Ancillary Goals

9.01 Provide adequate land resources to meet the
outdoor recreation needs of the present and
future residents in the region and to promote
tourism in the region.

Consistent.  Refer to Section 3.0, Project
Description, and 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG goal.

9.02 Increase the accessibility to open space lands for
outdoor recreation.

Consistent.  Refer to Section 3.0, Project
Description, and 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG goal.

9.03 Promote self-sustaining regional recreation
resources and facilities.

Consistent.  Refer to Section 3.0, Project
Description, and 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning, of this EIR.  The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG goal.

SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments
RCPG = Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
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The proposed Project does not involve the development of housing which
would result in a direct growth in the City’s permanent population.  However,
the employment created by the proposed uses has the potential to result in
an indirect growth in the City’s population since the potential exists that
“future employees” (and their families) may choose to relocate to the City.
It is anticipated that the proposed improvements would result in an
approximate net employment increase of 700 full-time equivalent employees
(FTEE).27  It is further anticipated that the majority of the employment created
would involve service occupations.  

Based on the California Department of Finance criteria of 2.927 persons per
household28, an increase of 700 employees and their families has the
potential to represent a total of 2,050 persons.  In the unlikely event that all
2,050 persons would relocate to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, the influx
would result in an approximate 5 percent increase over the City’s current
population estimate of 44,950 persons.29

The potential increase in population is not anticipated to result in a significant
growth inducing impact for the following two reasons:

Page 6-4 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Based on these factors, Project implementation has been concluded to not
induce substantial growth in the City's permanent population, thus, a
significant impact is not anticipated in this regard.
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Response to Comment No. 20
Dwight E. Sanders, Chief
State of California, California State Lands Commission
March 21, 2001

20A. Page 5.6-25 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

. . . Mitigation has been specified requiring that the City make this
determination.

Page 5.6-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

5.6-1 The City may. . . 
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Response to Comment No. 21
Terry Roberts, Senior Planner 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
March 23, 2001

21A. This letter from the State Clearinghouse transmits the comment letter received from
the responding agencies.  Only one letter was transmitted: from the California State
Lands Commission (March 21, 2001).  This letter is included as Comment Letter No.
20.

Response to Comment No. 22
Jeff McCusker, Outdoor Recreation Planner
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
August 28, 2000 

22A. The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) requires federal agencies to consult
with each other regarding any federal action that may affect a federally-listed
species to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing
actions likely to “jeopardize the continued existence of” listed species or destroy or
adversely modify designated critical habitat.  If the National Park Service would be
involved with the transfer of federal lands for the proposed Project, a Section 7
consultation with the USFWS would be required pursuant to the FESA.  The Section
7 consultation process will evaluate the Project’s potential to “jeopardize the
continued existence of” the coastal California gnatcatcher.  At the conclusion of the
federal agency consultation process, the USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion that
states whether a project will or will not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species and may issue an incidental take statement.    

As stated on Page 5.3-49, of the Draft EIR, the coastal California gnatcatcher is
known to occur in the coastal sage scrub on the UPVA.  Four pairs of gnatcatchers
were observed on the UPVA during surveys in 1998 and may be impacted by
construction of the proposed Project by both direct (habitat removal) and indirect
(disturbance) effects.  These impacts are considered significant.  The Long Point
Habitat and Conservation Program (LPHCP) has been developed and would be
implemented to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant pallet will
only include locally appropriate native species.  In regards to wildlife movement, the
steep cliffs of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east
and west of the site will be maintained as permanent open space and would not be
impacted.  The project design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the
open space areas off-site.  In addition, the preserved habitat areas onsite and the
proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to
provide for local movement on and off-site. 
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The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation as discussed on Page 5.3-58.  The mitigation proposed in
the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1.

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
5.3-4 increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently present on the UPVA.
Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing annual grassland onsite
to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western portions of the UPVA.  The
restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase the size of the existing
habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently fragmented sage scrub areas
with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and restoration areas also provide
for a continued and increased connection to off-site areas.  In regards to the
connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the proposed restoration plan
would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the vicinity of where the two
projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub does not currently exist
in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide an increase in the
potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of sage scrub in this
area.  

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist form which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with the
movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the proposed Project does not
interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs
of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west
of the site will be maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted;
(2) the design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal
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sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local
movement on and off-site.  

22B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.

Comment No. 313
John J. Reynolds, Regional Director, Pacific West Region
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
April 9, 2001

313A. The City recognizes that the conceptual plan developed in 1979 was not an
approved plan.  However, both the City and the NPS had been operating under the
assumption that the 1979 Plan was the “implementing plan”.  Further, the City
requested from the NPS a copy of the approved Program of Utilization.  In return,
the City received a packet of documentation from the NPS which included the 1979
Plan.  As a result, the Draft EIR and the impact analysis contained therein was
based upon the 1979 Plan.  It should be noted, however, that regardless of whether
the proposed Project is analyzed in terms of it’s consistency with the 1976 Plan or
the 1979 Plan, the Project would be considered inconsistent with the POU since a
golf course was not an identified recreational use in the POU.  Further, the Deed
established the requirement that the property be used and maintained for the public
purposes for which it was conveyed as set forth in the POU.  This inconsistency
would be considered a significant impact unless mitigated.  Accordingly, mitigation
has been specified that requires obtaining written concurrence from the Secretary
of the Interior authorizing amendments to the POU.  

313B. Each point symbol on Exhibit 5.3-1 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources Within
Resort Hotel Area, and Exhibit 5.3-2 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources Within
Upper Point Vicente Area, indicates the locations the species were sited.

313C. As detailed in Section 5.7, Recreation, the Project’s proposed recreational facilities
include both active and passive recreational uses, some of which are established
in the POU for the UPVA.  Based on the POU detailed in Table 5.7-1, Program of
Utilization, and illustrated Exhibit 5.7-4, Program of Utilization Conceptual Plan, the
recreational uses proposed by the Project which are considered generally consistent
with the POU include the following:

• Hiking/Jogging Trails.  The Project proposes the development of pedestrian
trails in the UPVA;
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• Lookout Points.  The Project proposes five scenic view points in the RHA;

• Picnic Areas & Open Play Areas. The Project proposes these recreational
uses at two locations the City Hall Park Expansion (Planning Area 2-F) and
the Point Vicente Overlook (Planning Area 2-G); and 

• Natural Areas.  The Project proposes approximately 24.9-acres to be
conserved, enhanced and created as Coastal Sage Scrub habitat (Upper
Point Vicente Area Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat (PA 1-B)) in the UPVA.

All of these proposed recreational facilities would be designated for public use.  This
would be consistent with the Deed requirement that the UPVA be maintained for
public purposes.  In addition, the proposed golf course and practice facility would
be public and available for use by the resort hotel guests, residents and visitors. 

The Project proposes that approximately one-half of the UPVA be developed with
a golf course.  This would be considered inconsistent with the POU since a golf
course was not an identified recreational use in the POU.  Further, the Deed
established the requirement that the property be used and maintained for the public
purposes for which it was conveyed as set forth in the POU.  This inconsistency
would be considered a significant impact unless mitigated.  However, as the Deed
further authorized amendments to the POU provided written concurrence is first
obtained from the Secretary of the Interior, mitigation that requires obtaining this
approval be obtained prior to Project implementation would reduce impacts to less
than significant levels.

Response to Comment No. 23
R.M. Diehl, Commander
U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast Guard
April 6, 2001

23A. Page 3-10 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Additionally, the federal government transferred the Point Vicente Bunker
site  to the U.S. Coast Guard (approximately
3.9 acres).  

 This approximately 3.9-acre property is presently owned by
the U.S. Coast Guard and is used as the location of an antenna 
and for storage of communication equipment.

Page 5.4-10 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:
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The sole survivor in that group was the mess hall, which was rehabilitated for
the Nike site in 1954 (ibid.), but is no longer in existence today (see
discussion of Site 19-180591, below).  

At present, the gun battery itself remains present at the site, which consists
of two concrete gun blocks and a subsurface concrete and steel structure
housing the power rooms, shell rooms, and other supporting facilities.
Although the gun blocks now stand vacant and one of them is overgrown by
vegetation, the battery is overall in a very good state of preservation and is
reportedly still used by the U.S. Coast Guard for some purposes.

  Much of the site
is located on the Coast Guard parcel and thus outside the Project area,
including both gun blocks, but roughly half of the battery's subsurface
structure, including the main entrance, is situated within the Project
boundaries.

Section 7.3 of the Draft EIR, With Coast Guard Site Alternative, acknowledges that
the development of Federal lands would entail additional Federal resource
regulations, compliance with the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), and
possible negotiations for acquisition of the 3.9-acre property. 

23B. Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.  This Alternative was selected
in that it would be capable of avoiding and or lessening the proposed Project’s
biological impacts.  Nonetheless, as previously noted, it is acknowledged that the
implementation of this Alternative would entail additional consultation with Federal
agencies.  

Further, it is noted that this commentor’s letter has indicated that Alternative 7.3,
With Coast Guard Site Alternative, is no longer feasible, as required by CEQA
Guidelines.

Additional comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.

 
23C. The Coast Guard has cited that they have complete jurisdiction over the status of

“Bunker 240".  Accordingly, Page 5.4-19 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

The recommended mitigation identifies two separate options that may 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
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Page 5.4-24, Mitigation Measure 5.4-1c, of the Draft EIR has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

5.4-1c Site 19-180590 (Battery 240).  Due to the proposed Project's potential
to cause a change in the significance of this historical resource, one
of the following mitigation options shall be implemented prior to
Demolition  Permit issuance: , • Option 1 (preferred). Project
effects to this site shall be avoided by preserving the portion of the
site within the Project area and incorporating it into the Project design
in such a way as to retain the historic characteristics of this resource.

• Option 2 (if demolition is unavoidable).  The historical and
physical information about Battery 240 is to be preserved
through comprehensive documentation at a level compatible
to Level 2 of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
and the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER).  

Established in 1933 and 1967, respectively, HABS and HAER
have been adopted by the National Park Service as the
primary methods of preserving important information about
architectural, engineering, and industrial sites of historic value,
and are often initiated as the means of mitigating adverse
effects of federal undertakings on such sites (NPS 1993:1).  At
Level 2, HABS/HAER requires detailed textual and
photographic recordation, sketch maps and drawings of
structural features, and historical documentation to record the
subject property's history.  The results of such documentation
are to be made accessible to the public at one or more local
repositories, such as the local history collection of the Palos
Verdes Library and/or the Palos Verdes Historical Society's
museum.

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 23A.  

23D. Page 5.7-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

A 3.9-acre U.S. Coast Guard site that forms an island within this area, west
of the City Hall, however, is not a part of the Project.  

Overall, this area has been extensively graded for military and agricultural
uses. . . .   A fire access road traverses through this area extending from the
City Hall to the U.S. Coast Guard site.  Existing uses on the U.S. Coast
Guard site include a World War II-era bunker  situated at
the terminus of the fire access road and 

governmental/commercial uses related to an onsite antenna 
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Page 5.11-20 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

5.11-8 Project implementation may result in an increase in the demand for
electrical service beyond existing conditions and may require
expansion of the existing electrical system.  Analysis has concluded
that impacts would be less than significant.  

Page 5.11-21 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The Code requires that “all utility lines installed to serve new construction be
placed underground from an existing power pole or other point of connection
off-site.”

Page 5.11-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

5.11-8 No Mitigation Measures are required.  
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23E. Exhibit 3-4 of the Draft EIR, Property Ownership Map, has been revised in the Final
EIR to reflect the 40-foot wide, 0.52-acre utility easement (refer to Volume I, Final
EIR).

Page 5.11-9 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Existing overhead and underground electrical lines are located on the Project
site and along Palos Verdes Drive South.  

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 23D.

23F. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 24
Jim A. Bartel, Assistant Field Supervisor
William E. Tippets, Environmental Program Manager
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office       
March 1, 2001

24A. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.  Comment is
noted.  

24B.

 

24C. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.  Comment is
noted.  

24D. The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation as discussed on Page 5.3-58.  The mitigation proposed in
the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
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Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1.

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
5.3-4 increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently present on the UPVA.
Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing annual grassland onsite
to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western portions of the UPVA.  The
restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase the size of the existing
habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently fragmented sage scrub areas
with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and restoration areas also provide
for a continued and increased connection to off-site areas.  In regards to the
connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the proposed restoration plan
would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the vicinity of where the two
projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub does not currently exist
in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide an increase in the
potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of sage scrub in this
area.  

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist form which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with the
movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the proposed Project does not
interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs
of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west
of the site will be maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted;
(2) the design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal
sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local
movement on and off-site. 
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The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.31  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 

• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
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• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly
adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.

At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

24E. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.  Comment is
noted.

24F. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.  Comment is
noted.

24G. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.  Comment is
noted.
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Response to Comment No. 25
William Tippets, Environmental Program Manager
Karen Evans, Acting Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office       
April 5, 2001

25A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

25B. The Significance Criteria established for this Project, as consistent with Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, state that a project may create a significant
environmental impact if .... “the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (emphasis added).”

Because the City’s NCCP is not adopted, there can not be any identified impact to
the NCCP because it is not “adopted.”  However, when considering the biological
value of the resources within the City and the region, the ongoing efforts to develop
the NCCP were considered, including the current proposed reserve design
alternatives.  The NCCP plan is intended to provide comprehensive management
and conservation of multiple species while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Viable reserve designs can include several variations, not
all of which require the preservation of all native resources within the subregion for
each of the alternatives to be considered viable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the design of the City’s NCCP reserve is currently
under development.32  With guidance and input from the major landowner, local
government, state and federal agency, and environmental organization
representatives, the City completed Phase I of the Palos Verdes peninsula NCCP
in 1999. The primary focus of the Phase I effort was to map existing vegetation
communities, along with sensitive species distributions and their potential habitat,
and to then use this information to develop preliminary alternative reserve designs.
Three alternative reserve designs are currently being considered by the City. At this
time, all three alternatives are considered “equal” by the City; however, the City
Council has  authorized City staff to proceed with a biological and economic
analysis of the three draft alternatives in order to identify the City’s preferred
alternative reserve design. The results of the analysis are expected to be presented
to the City Council sometime in the summer of 2001. 

The three current reserve designs were developed with the following goals taken
into consideration: 
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• Meet NCCP standards and issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act
Section 10(a) take authorizations for target species proposed to be covered
by the citywide permit.

• Conserve the most practicable amount of Regionally Important Habitat
Areas.

• Provide habitat linkages between patches of conserved habitat.
• Enhance/restore the most practicable amount of disturbed habitats directly

adjacent to conserved habitat to enhance patch size and habitat linkage
function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful
restoration).

• Provide for future economic use of private properties that support regionally
important resources, where feasible.

In designing the reserve areas, consideration was given to:

• Minimize edge effects to conserved habitat adjacent to existing and future
development, where practicable.

• Provide for adequate habitat linkages between conserved habitats where
possible.

• Identify areas where development compatible with preserve function can be
feasibly placed.

• Generally consider overall cost of land acquisition (if any), habitat restoration,
and habitat management.

At this point in the NCCP reserve design process, the proposed Project is consistent
with two of the three reserve designs (Alternative B and C).  Because the additional
economic and biological resource analysis (Phase II) has not been completed to
date for these three alternatives, some assumptions have to be made in regards to
the proposed Project’s consistency or conflict with the preliminary reserve designs.
Based on the information to date, two alternatives have been identified for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP that do not include reserve areas within the
boundaries of the permanent impact areas of the proposed Project.  Therefore, it
can be stated that the proposed Project could not be in conflict with the overall
reserve design goals and objectives because the preliminary analysis has shown
that viable reserve designs exist with the inclusion of the proposed Project.

25C. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.

Focused surveys on the Project site have been conducted to  assess the UPVA and
RHA for potential habitat for the federally Endangered Palos Verdes blue (PVB,
Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis), and to determine presence or absence
of PVB on the site.  This species was not observed during focused survey efforts
conducted during the Spring of 2001 by BonTerra Consulting.  Therefore, Project
implementation would not result in any impacts on this species.
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33The definitions of wildlife movement terminology were generated from the following sources:

Bennett, A.F.  Habitat corridors and the conservation of small mammals in the
fragmented forest environment.  Landscape Ecol. 4:109-122.  1990.

Farhig, L., and G. Merriam.  1985.  Habitat patch connectivity and population
survival.  Ecology 66:1,792-1,768.

Harris, L. D., and P.B. Gallagher. 1989.  New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation;
The Need for Movement Corridors.  Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh, ed.  Preserving
Communities and Corridors.  Defenders of Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp.

MacArthur, R.H., and E.O. Wilson.  1967.  The Theory of Island Biogeography.
Princeton University Press.  Princeton, New Jersey.

 
Noss, R. F.  1983.  A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain Diversity.
BioScience 33:700-706.

Simberloff, D., and J. Cox.  1987.  Consequences and Costs of Conservation
Corridors.  Conser. Biol. 1:63-71.

 
Soule, M. E.  Viable Populations for Conservation.  Cambridge Univ. Press, New
York, N.Y.  1987.
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Pages 5.3-2, 5.3-25, 5.3-26 and 5.3-48 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect
the focused surveys for the Palos Verdes Blue and the Endangered El Segundo
blue butterfly (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

Page 5.3-65 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1c, has been revised to reflect
the El Segundo blue butterfly (refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources
Section).

25D. As defined in the document, wildlife corridors must  “connect” habitat patches.  The
Draft EIR acknowledges the UPVA’s connection to the habitats to the east and the
RHA’s to the east and west.  However, direct connection on the UPVA to open
space areas north and west are obstructed by Hawthorne Boulevard, Palos Verdes
Drive West, and residential and commercial development.  As a result, less mobile
wildlife species would be limited in their ability to reach the open space areas to the
north and west.  More mobile species, such as birds, are less affected by these
obstructions and are expected to be able to reach the open space areas north and
west of the site that provide suitable habitat for these species.

Regarding wildlife crossings, please note that based on literature33, crossings
typically are manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, and
tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other
physical obstacles.  Wildlife crossings are not present across Hawthorne Boulevard
to the north of the UPVA or across Palos Verdes Drive to the west and south.    
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Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist form which includes questions relating to biological resources.  The issues
presented in the Initial Study Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of
significance in this Draft EIR section.  CEQA states that a project may create a
significant environmental impact if the project interferes substantially with the
movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds established, the proposed Project does not
interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs
of the RHA that are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west
of the site will be maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted;
(2) the design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space
areas off-site; and (3) the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal
sage scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local
movement on and off-site.

Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts, including edge effects, to native
habitat types and special status plant and wildlife species by the proposed golf
course uses are identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-2a, 5.3-2c through e, and 5.3-
2g.  Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential disturbance of
the golf course activities to less than significant.

Pages 5.3-45 and -46 of the Draft EIR state the following in regards to impacts to
“threatened plant and animal species”:  Section 15065(a), Mandatory Findings of
Significance, of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment if “...the project has the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of an endangered, rare or threatened species...” (underlining added).  
Impacts to state or federally listed species or those species that meet the criteria as
defined by CEQA were identified as significant in the Draft EIR.  Mitigation to reduce
the impacts to a less than significant level was also provided.  

Other common (not listed as threatened or Endangered)  plant and wildlife species
that may be impacted by the proposed Project do not pass the significance criteria
established by the City for this project under the CEQA because populations of
common plant and wildlife species would not be significantly reduced in the region.
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34 November 21, 2001.  Year-end Report for the Ocean Trails HCP Area California Gnatcatcher
Study, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Los Angeles County, California - Permit # PRT-800922.
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It has been documented34 that restored sage scrub and other habitat types, when
done in a biologically sound manner and under supervision of a qualified biologist
with experience in native plant restoration, can and will support a wide variety of
native plant and animal species including those listed as threatened or endangered
by the state and federal regulatory agencies.  The creation of habitat is an approved
form of mitigation by the regulatory agencies and is often a component of
compensation/mitigation plans that are processed with these agencies.  

Because of the mitigation of the proposed plan, including preservation, restoration,
and protection of retained native habitats, it is expected that the proposed Project
site will continue to support the gnatcatcher both for breeding and dispersal activity.

The Draft EIR identified impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat
(scrub communities) as significant on Page 5.3-49 and Page 5.3-53.  Adverse
effects of fragmentation are discussed on Page 5.3-58.   The mitigation proposed
in the Draft EIR  would provide for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage
scrub habitat area within the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation
Area.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat,
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and creation of a total
of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal
bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created habitat represents a
replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat for every 1 acre
removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the proposed
Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio of over 7 to 1, is far above typical mitigation standards of 2 to
1 and 3 to 1. 

The project applicant has agreed to modify the development plan to avoid any
impacts to the coastal bluff scrub areas.    

The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined above and illustrated on
Page 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently
present on the UPVA.  Please note the Project proposes conversion of the existing
annual grassland onsite to sage scrub habitat along the southern and western
portions of the UPVA.  The restoration of the habitats in these areas would increase
the size of the existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these currently
fragmented sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed preservation and
restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased connection to off-site
areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1 (Oceanfront) area, the
proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of sage scrub habitat in the
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vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are the closest.  Sage scrub
does not currently exist in this area and the proposed plan is anticipated to provide
an increase in the potential linkage between these two areas by the restoration of
sage scrub in this area.

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1d identifies that the project applicant shall comply with the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) with regards to any impacts to the coastal
California gnatcatcher, which is known to occur in the sage scrub habitat onsite.
The commitment of the project applicant will be ensured by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) enforcement of this act and the permit conditions that
would apply to the proposed Project.  Any permit to remove habitat and or impact
a federally listed threatened or endangered species requires monitoring of the
proposed action and reporting requirements for any proposed habitat restoration
program.  If the project applicant does not meet the success criteria established for
the restoration program, the USFWS may require additional mitigation.

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2i, the revegetation program is proposed
in accordance with the plant palette developed for the LPHCP.  This plant palette
will only include locally appropriate native species.  The steep cliffs of the RHA that
are expected to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site will be
maintained as permanent open space and would not be impacted.  The Project
design of the UPVA area has maintained a connection to the open space areas off-
site.  In addition, the preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage
scrub creation areas on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local movement
on and off-site.

Although there is no set rule with regards to the required mitigation ratio that at the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requires during the processing of a 4(d) Interim
Habitat Loss Plan, 10(a) permit, or through a Section 7 consultation pursuant to the
federal Endangered Species Act, there are industry standards and precedent. A
mitigation ratio of 3.4 to 1 is greater than the commonly accepted ratio of 1 to 1 or
2 to 1.

25E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25B and 25D.

25F. Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR, provides an analysis of potential environmental
impacts associated with nine separate alternatives as compared to impacts from the
proposed Project.  These alternatives were selected based upon their ability to
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the proposed Project,
particularly with respect to aesthetic, biological, and land use impacts.  Of the nine
alternatives, the following do not propose a golf course on the UPVA:
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• No Development Alternative;
• No Project Alternative;
• Program of Utilization Alternative; 
• Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative; and
• Point Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing Entitlement Alternative (refer

to new Alternative 7.10 in FEIR).

25G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 25D.

25H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 25F.

Of the nine alternatives analyzed, the following would involve development of the
practice facility at a location other than the UPVA:

• Relocate Practice Facility - Option A Alternative;
• Relocate Practice Facility - Option B Alternative; and
• No Resort Villas - Option B Alternative.

As noted in this comment, the Project Applicant intends to modify their applications
to reflect as the preferred project a refined Alternative 7.5.  It should be noted that
the Alternative identified by the Applicant as their preferred Alternative was
analyzed in Draft EIR Section 7.5, Relocate Practice Facility - Option “B” Alternative.
The Applicant has agreed to modify Alternative 7.5 in response to comments
regarding prior promises made to St. Paul's Lutheran Church and/or the Villa Capri
residents.  Additionally, Alternative 7.5 was modified in an effort to reduce biological
impacts and golf safety impacts in the Upper Point Vicente Area.  

25I. Conservation easements are typically granted to the appropriate resource agency
(either CDFG or USFWS) in perpetuity and are irrevocable.  Since the majority of
the habitat preservation areas lie on the UPVA, the City would have to consent to
the grant of such a conservation easement on UPVA since it would permanently
restrict the uses of the park.  Additionally, the City and the Developer would need
to enter into a separate agreement to ensure that the Developer assumes the costs
associated with the maintenance of the habitat conservation areas.  Such an
agreement would probably take the form of a Development Agreement which would
be recorded and would set forth, among other things, (i) the duties and obligations
of the City and the Developer with respect to the establishment of the conservation
easement; (ii) the terms and restrictions of the Developer's use of the habitat
conservation areas, and (iii) the duties and obligations of City and Developer with
respect to the long term maintenance of the conservation easement.

25J. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-117

25K. Page 5.3-65 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1b, has been revised to
provide additional detail for the special status plant mitigation program (refer to
Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

The general guidelines developed for the Dudleya mitigation are based on past
professional experience and consultation with professional botanists and regulatory
agency personnel.  The establishment of special status plants directly on the
mitigation site has been proven to be an effective and advisable program for some
species. Depending on the number of individuals observed, the species ultimately
collected on site for all special status plants, and current plant establishment
techniques, other methods may be developed during the preparation of the Special
Status Plant Mitigation Plan that best addresses the successful establishment of the
species on the site.  

25L. Refer to Response to Comment No. 25C.

25M. As noted in Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, the potential for the accumulation of
groundwater beneath the Project area due to infiltration of landscape irrigation,
storm water runoff, etc. appears to be unlikely given the pervasive  fracturing of the
bedrock beneath the area.  However, the addition of storm water runoff, landscape
irrigation for the golf course and resort areas, etc., could result in the localized
building up of groundwater beneath the Project area.  With the buildup of
groundwater comes the increased potential of localized failures on the bluffs and/or
reactivation of existing landslides due to the buildup of pore pressure in the rock and
oil, and the possibility of groundwater acting to lubricate weak rock and soil layers.
This impact would be considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation requiring
groundwater monitoring wells and periodic visual reconnaissance. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the RHA has a greater potential for a landslide
than the UPVA, although, it has a lesser habitat value than the UPVA.  Conversely,
the UPVA has a lesser potential for a landslide than the RHA, although it has a
greater habitat value than the RHA.

25N. Page 5.3-66 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1e, has been revised to
address potential direct and indirect (noise) impacts on raptor species (refer to
Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section).

In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2a includes the implementation of the LPHCP
which provides for a landscaping buffer to be planted along the boundary of the
development edge.  Potential lighting impacts are addressed in Mitigation Measure
5.3-2k.

Impacts on special status bat species were found to be less than significant, and no
mitigation would be required.
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25O. The impact area for the RHA provided to BonTerra Consulting for analysis and
display included a small portion of coastal bluff scrub when the impact area was
integrated into the GIS program and compared with the vegetation maps of the site.
However, the project applicant has said that they would not impact any coastal bluff
scrub, regardless of what may be indicated on the map. Because the mapping
exercise indicated that a small area would be impacted, mitigation to avoid these
areas was specified. 

25P. Impacts to annual grassland, coastal cactus wrens, and foraging habitat for raptors
do not meet the thresholds of significance identified for this project on Page 5.3-45
according to the CEQA Guidelines. Impacts must consider the project in context
with the availability of this habitat type within the region and the distribution of these
species throughout their ranges.  Therefore no mitigation is warranted according to
CEQA.  Impacts to the gnatcatcher were found to be significant and mitigated
accordingly. 

25Q. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

25R. Based on Applicant’s consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department,
their fuel modification requirements include a 40 to 50 foot zone, planted, irrigated,
or disced frequently as is the current practice.35  These Fire Department
requirements would be implemented into the Project design without any affect to the
Project’s proposed habitat conservation areas.

25S. At the request of the USFWS, the Project Applicant and City will meet with the
USFWS prior to final certification action.

Response to Comment No. 26
Dr. Molly Rhodes, Research Analyst
Union Local 30, Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union
April 5, 2001

26A. As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, trip distribution represents the
directional orientation of traffic to and from the Project site.  Trip distribution is
heavily influenced by the geographical location of the site, the location of residential,
commercial and recreational opportunities and the proximity to the regional freeway
system.  The directional orientation of traffic was determined by evaluating existing
land uses and highways within the community and existing traffic volumes.  It should
also be noted that the resort hotel would provide directional assistance within
promotional material that would affect patrons driving patterns for visiting the Project
site.
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Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is produced or attracted to
a development.  The traffic generation for this Project has been estimated, based
upon the specific land uses which have been planned for the proposed
development.  The trip generation rates within the traffic study are based upon the
latest data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  The rates inherently include all of
the trips related to each specific land use (including but not limited to patrons and
employees).  Therefore, employee traffic generation was included within the total
traffic projected to be generated by the proposed Project.

The trip generation rates within the traffic study are based upon the latest data
collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG).  The Project trip generation within the
traffic study has not reduced the hotel/meeting facility portion of resort hotel to
account for internal hotel use.

The traffic reducing potential of public transit has not been considered in the traffic
study.  Essentially, the traffic projections are “conservative” in that public transit
might be able to reduce the traffic volumes.

26B. The Hotel del Coronado is a unique hotel and its staffing needs should not be
compared to the proposed Long Point Resort, regardless of the same operating
company.  The Project Applicant has determined that the number of proposed
employees (including their work schedules) is adequate to serve all of the proposed
uses on site.

26C. As stated in Response to Comment No. 26B, a comparison of the proposed Project
staffing requirements with the Hotel Del Coronado is not appropriate.  In addition,
the Draft EIR demonstrates in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, that the
proposed parking supply is adequate to serve both resort patrons and employees
on site.  The parking rates are based on industry standards that include a range of
hotels and employee per room ratios.

26D. The traffic study Project trip generation is not based on employees.  The trip
generation for the hotel/meeting facility, casitas units and resort villas are based on
rooms.  The trip generation for the retail facilities, restaurants and health spa/fitness
center are based on thousand square feet.  The golf course is based on the number
of holes provided and the driving range is based on acreage.  Trip generation is
based upon the latest data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE).  
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26E. The resort hotel land use trip generation is based upon the latest data collected by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  The ITE rates are based upon the
AM and PM peak hours during a typical weekday and intrinsically account for the
various shift changes.

26F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 26A. 

26G. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

26H. The trip generation and parking estimates provided in Section 5.12, Traffic and
Circulation, inherently include employees on site.  The use of an industry accepted
standard (i.e., ITE) complies with CEQA.  As demonstrated, the number of
employees on site, estimated by the Project Applicant, would not significantly impact
the surrounding circulation system as defined by CEQA, nor would the number of
employees impact the parking demand on site.  The proposed parking supply has
accounted for both the hotel patrons and employees.  Therefore, an adequate
amount of parking would be provided on site for both hotel patrons and employees,
regardless of location.  In addition, all estimates of employee trip generation and
parking demand do not include the public parking areas on site, nor the use of
carpooling, shuttle service or transit.

26I. As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, an estimated 40% to 50% of the
employees would be transit dependent.  This range does not effect the overall
parking demand, as the rate of 1.5 spaces per room inherently includes employee
parking.  Therefore, the transit employees would provide a surplus of parking since
they would not drive to work.  Therefore, the parking supply for the proposed Project
is adequate to serve the hotel patrons and employees on site, even without the
public parking areas.  The Project management company would determine the
specific locations of employee parking within the proposed parking supply, which
is forecast to be adequate to accommodate the future parking demand.  

26J. The parking for both guests and employees are on site, and accessible to all of the
uses on-site.  The parking design and layout of the Project site includes pedestrian
circulation to minimize conflicts with vehicles.  Shuttles for guests and employees
on site are not necessary as the parking areas are sufficiently close to the uses. 

26K. A regular business day assumes typical operations of the hotel, conference, golf
course, spa and other amenities on site.  These are the conditions analyzed in the
Draft EIR, as defined by CEQA.  Based on the traffic and parking analysis, there are
no significant adverse impacts.  The special circumstances identified in the Draft
EIR include large conferences not normally attended on a typical business day.  The
project management company would establish a parking program in the event the
parking demand exceeds the supply during these special circumstances (i.e.,
potential use of the public parking areas).  As noted in Mitigation Measure 5.12-4
of the Draft EIR, the use of public parking areas for hotel/golf uses during these
special circumstances would be restricted unless approval from the City is obtained.
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26L. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

26M. The special circumstances identified in the Draft EIR include large conferences not
normally attended on a typical business day.  The project management company
would establish a parking program in the event the parking demand exceeds the
supply during these special circumstances (i.e., potential use of the public parking
areas).  It should be noted that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes typically opens
public parking areas at first light, and closes the parking areas at dusk.  Therefore,
the special events which are anticipated to occur in the evening hours, would not
occur concurrently with the hours public parking areas would be open.
Nonetheless, as noted in Mitigation Measure 5.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the use of
public parking areas for hotel/golf uses during these special circumstances would
be restricted unless approval from the City is obtained.  With respect to the
commentor’s concerns regarding “access to hotel services in non-guest capacity”
it is assumed the commentor is referring to the general public’s access to the
restaurants, spa, and other amenities onsite.  It should be noted that the parking
needs of non-hotel guests utilizing these amenities is inherently included in the 825
parking spaces provided for the resort hotel (i.e. this use would not detract from the
100 public parking spaces available at the RHA and UPVA).

26N. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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RESPONSE TO RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS

Response to Comment No. 27
Glenous Absmeier, A.I.A., Resident 
March 28, 2001

27A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 28
Maggie Aelit-Louis, Resident
March 26, 2001

28A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 29
Bill, Kay, and Barry Aiken, Residents
March 7, 2001

29A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 30
Thomas L. Alley, Resident
March 14, 2001

30A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 31
Dr. and Mrs. Ralph B. Allman, Jr., Residents
March 28, 2001 (Letter incorrectly notes April 28, 2001)

31A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 32
Dorothea Alpert, Resident
March 3, 2001

32A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

32B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1N and 5A.

32C. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 33
Charles W. Amico, Resident
March 24, 2001

33A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 34 
Alicia Anderson, Resident
March 26, 2001

34A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 35
Brittney Anderson, Resident
March 26, 2001

35A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 36
Todd Anderson, Resident
March 26, 2001

36A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 37 
Todd Anderson, Senior Vice President Cushman Realty Corporation
March 28, 2001

37A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue. Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 38 
John Tupper and Cindy Andreotti, Residents
March 28, 2001

38A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 39 
Glenn Arbuthnot, Resident
March 3, 2001

39A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Refer to Section 5.12,
Traffic and Circulation, for a discussion of traffic issues/mitigation.  

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

39B. Section 5.0, Description of Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
includes for each issue area an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant
projects (those which are listed in Table 4-1, Approved and Pending Projects in
Rancho Palos Verdes).  Further, as noted in Section 5.11, Public Services and
Utilities, cumulative impacts on public services and utilities (i.e., electrical)
anticipated to result from the Long Point Resort Project are not considered to be
significant.

39C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 39B.  As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and
Circulation, the study area intersections are projected to operate at Level of Service
“D” or better during the peak hours for the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus
Proposed Project Plus Other Development Cumulative traffic conditions.

39D. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 40 
Edith Balog, Resident
March 8, 2001

40A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 41 
Bernard Barbeito, Resident
April 3, 2001

41A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 42 

42A. Intentionally left blank.  

Response to Comment No. 43 
Ruth Bescoby, Resident
March 28, 2001

43A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1N and 5I.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 44 
Ruth Bescoby, Resident
March 28, 2001

44A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 45
Dr. & Mrs. Ron Blackwelder, Residents
Mr. & Mrs. Kermit Olson, Residents 
February 12, 2001

45A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 46
Walter and Meredith Bloss, Residents
March 27, 2001

46A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 47 
Mr. & Mrs. Nicholas Brajevich, Residents
March 26, 2001

47A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 48 
David Brunone, Resident
February 12, 2001

48A. This comment does not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted and
will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 49 
Dave and Marshan Brunone, Residents
March 28, 2001

49A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 50 
Holly Cain, Resident
March 10, 2001

50A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

50B. No lighting is proposed for the golf course or practice facility.  It should be noted that
development of the practice facility building would necessitate interior lighting and
limited exterior lighting.  Analysis concluded that impacts associated with lighting are
less than significant.
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Page 5.1-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

No lighting of the golf course or practice facility is proposed or required;.

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis was conducted to confirm that the layout,
routing and grading would not conflict with safety as it relates to residential units,
adjacent holes, streets, and pedestrian traffic.  As discussed in Section 5.10, Public
Health and Safety, the practice facility plays into a steep hillside, is graded to collect
balls toward the center and there is adequate buffer distance between the north
edge of the range and the property boundary.  However, two alternative
modifications to the range’s design were identified to improve it's relationship with
the residential home sites.  Potential safety impacts associated with the practice
facility would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of
mitigation requiring incorporation of the specified design modifications.  

Further, the Safety Analysis concluded that the potential for conflict with errant shots
existed in certain areas.  Unless mitigated, these safety impacts would be
considered significant.  Mitigation was specified in the Draft EIR (Mitigation
Measures 5.10-2a and 5.10-2b) requiring that each of the recommendations
identified be implemented.  These measures would reduce impacts in regards to
golf safety to a less than significant level.  Mitigation requiring that the golf course
design be subject to final review and approval by the City would further reduce the
potential impacts in this regard to a less than significant level.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) which states that “economic or
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment”, the financial impact of liability insurance is not within the scope of this
environmental analysis.  Finally, these issues will be considered by the City’s
Finance Advisory Committee.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-128

50C. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 51 
Holly Cain, Resident
March 13, 2001

51A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 52 
CA Nan C, Resident
February 12, 2001

52A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 53 
Chris, Joan, Casey, and Chelsea Carbonel, Residents
March 29, 2001

53A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 54 
John Carmichael, Attorney Representing SOC II 
Kulik, Gottesman & Mouton, LLP
April 6, 2001

54A. As noted in Section 1.4, Introduction and Purpose, of the Draft EIR, the EIR was
subject to a 60-day review period by responsible and trustee agencies and
interested parties.  The 60-day review period is in excess of the 45-day CEQA
required review period.  Further, in accordance with the provision of Sections
15085(a) and 15087(a)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, as amended, the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes, serving as the Lead Agency, published a notice of availability
of the Draft EIR in the Palos Verdes Peninsula News (a newspaper of general
circulation) and prepared and transmitted a Notice of Completion (NOC) to the State
Clearinghouse (proof of publication is available at the City Hall).  A copy of the NOC
was provided at the front of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, responsible and trustee
agencies, as well as interested parties, were given ample opportunity to comment
on the Draft EIR.
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These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

54B. A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  Therefore, impacts associated with view obstruction due to safety netting
or fencing would not occur.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

54C. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that “the EIR shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed project. . . .  If an alternative would cause one or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  In compliance with
this Section of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, along with the Exhibits contained
therein, has provided sufficient information and an adequate level of detail about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed Project.  CEQA does not require visual simulations for each alternative,
nor would such analysis be feasible.  

A discussion of the potential impacts to the visual character of the Upper Point
Vicente Area are discussed in Section 5.1-2, Long-Term Impacts - Visual Character.
Although these proposed improvements would transform the character of the UPVA
from a generally undeveloped to a developed condition, they would not be
considered a degradation to the character of the site or its surroundings.  The UPVA
would remain in an “open” condition, similar in character to the existing site
condition and visually compatible with existing surrounding land uses.  Further, the
proposed Project would be in compliance with each of the zoning districts on the
UPVA (refer to Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant Planning) and would be
required to demonstrate compliance with the specified development standards for
each district regarding lot size, building height, lot coverage and parking.
Additionally, it should be noted that a Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the
proposed golf course design concluded that safety netting was not warranted.
Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project Description, no netting is proposed for
either the golf course or the golf practice facility.  Utility lines would be placed
underground in accordance with the City’s Development Code.  Compliance with
applicable Development Codes for each zoning district would reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
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54D. A General Plan Amendment on the UPVA changing the land use designation from
Recreational Passive to Recreational Active is considered a less than significant
impact for the following reasons:

• As detailed in Table 5.7-2, General Plan Consistency Analysis, the proposed
Project is considered consistent with all of the applicable goals and policies
in the General Plan;

• The General Plan Urban Environment Element contains recommendations
for development which pertain to the UPVA.  These are outlined in the
Existing Conditions discussion in Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning.  This Element identifies areas set aside in the City for a structured
use.  The UPVA is a designated Recreational Activity area: the Project
proposes development of recreational uses in this area, therefore, would be
consistent with the designated use;

• The Urban Environment Element recommends the incorporation of active
recreational facilities at the lower Nike Site: the Project proposes that the
overall use of the UPVA be a golf course which is an active recreational use.
Therefore, the proposed Project would be considered consistent with this
recommendation;

• The Urban Environment Element recommends that the Nike Site be
designated for park purposes: the Project proposes the development of
passive parkland (a total of 2.2 acres of passive parkland), pedestrian trails
and scenic view points on the UPVA, as well as a golf course and practice
facility.   Therefore, the proposed Project would be considered consistent
with this recommendation.

As the analysis has concluded that the proposed Project would not conflict with the
policies and regulations of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan, and the
recommendations for development which pertain to the UPVA, development of the
proposed golf course and practice facility on the UPVA would not be considered a
significant land use impact with approval of the General Plan Amendment.  Further,
it should be noted that the General Plan currently contemplates the uses proposed
by the Applicant for the UPVA and provides a mechanism for implementing the
proposed uses.

54E. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Cumulative biological impacts are addressed in Section 5.3-5, Cumulative Impacts.

Both the Oceanfront project site (formerly referred to as the Subregion 1 site) and
the Ocean Trails site were evaluated with regards to their cumulative impacts.
Mitigation included participation in the 4(d) Interim Habitat Loss Permit program
pursuant to the City’s NCCP and through a HCP in accordance with Section 10 of
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the FESA, respectively.  Both of these projects were permitted by the USFWS for
removal of coastal sage scrub and gnatcatcher habitat.

In the absence of an approved NCCP program, cumulative impacts to coastal sage
scrub by the proposed Project and recently approved projects by the City will be
mitigated to a level of less than significant through mitigation requirements
(preservation/enhancement/restoration) of the 4 (d) special rule process for recently
approved projects and the proposed LPHCP for the Project.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1DD.

54F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 5G. 

54G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1N and 54E.

54H. As stated in Section 5.4-1, Cultural Resources, potential cumulative impacts would
be site specific and an evaluation of potential impacts would be conducted on a
project-by-project basis.  This would be especially true of those developments
located in areas considered to have a high sensitivity for cultural (archaeological,
paleontological, and historical) resources.  Each incremental development would be
required to comply with all applicable State and Federal regulations concerning
preservation, salvage, or handling of cultural resources.  In consideration of these
regulations, potential cumulative impacts upon cultural resources would not be
considered significant.

Consistent with industry standards, Mitigation Measures would involve monitoring
by qualified paleontological and/or archaeological monitors.  Should any items of
historical significance be unearthed during grading activities, the monitor shall
temporarily halt or divert construction equipment to allow recordation, evaluation,
and/or removal of artifacts. Should these artifacts have a historical significance, a
report of findings with an appended itemized inventory of recovered artifacts would
be submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency, and would signify completion of the
program to mitigate impacts to cultural resources.

54I. Refer to Response to Comment 11R.

54J. As noted in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Drainage, development of
the Long Point Resort may result in long-term impacts to the quality of storm water
and urban runoff, subsequently impacting water quality.  Impacts would be reduced
to less than significant levels with incorporation of the proposed Water Quality
Management Plan, the specified Mitigation Measures, and State, County, and City
requirements. 
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The California Coastal Commission received a copy of the Notice of Preparation
and the Draft EIR and were notified of the public review period.  In compliance with
CEQA Guidelines, this agency along with the public at large, was given ample
opportunity to comment on the proposed Project.  To date, no comments have been
received from the California Coastal Commission.

54K. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54D and 18D.

As noted in Section 5.7-3, Coastal Specific Plan, the proposed Project is considered
consistent with all of the applicable goals and policies in the Coastal Specific Plan
(refer to Table 5.7-3, Coastal Specific Plan Consistency Analysis).  Further,
implementation of the proposed Project would not conflict with the
recommendations for development identified in the CSP (which pertain to the RHA).
However, the proposed Project would necessitate approval of a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) consistent with the CSP requirement that a CUP be obtained for “any
future development on the site.”  Impacts would be considered as less than
significant with approval of a CUP.

54L. As noted in Section 5.7-4, Development Code/Zoning Ordinance, implementation
of the proposed Project would not conflict with the land use plan, policies and
regulations of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code.  However, the
proposed Project would require approval of Conditional Use Permits: for
development of the proposed golf course, driving range and related ancillary uses
in the OR District of the UPVA; for development of the proposed golf course in the
I District of the UPVA; and for development of the proposed resort/conference hotel,
and golf course proposed in the CR District of the RHA.  Therefore, Project
implementation would not result in a significant impact with respect to compliance
with the Development Code.

Prior to Project approval, the proposed development would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the applicable development standards for each zoning
district.  Additionally, the Project would be subject to design review by the City to
ensure conformance with applicable Development Code Standards.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

54M. Page 5.9-23 of the Draft EIR, has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

5.9-3 Long-term resort operations associated with the proposed Project
would result in the generation of on-site noise associated with club
house activities, loading/unloading activities, mechanical equipment,
parking lots,  etc.  The analysis has concluded that
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with
adherence to City Noise Ordinance requirements  which
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includes shielding of equipment, loading activities and other related
limitations .

Page 5.9-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Due to the distance between . . . . . would not occur.
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54N. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  In compliance with this Section of the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, describes a
range of alternatives and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives and
the proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project Description.  Further,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that “the EIR shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed Project. . . .  If an alternative would cause one or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  In compliance with
this Section of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, along with the Exhibits contained
therein, has provided sufficient information and an adequate level of detail about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed Project.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 54C.
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In the event the decision was made by the City to implement an Alternative other
than the proposed Project, a Safety Analysis would be conducted for that
Alternative’s particular golf design.  Mitigation would be specified (similar to
Mitigation Measures 5.10-2a and 5.10-2b) requiring that each of the
recommendations identified in the Safety Analysis be implemented.  Additionally,
mitigation requiring that the Alternative’s golf course design be subject to final
review and approval by the City would further reduce the potential impacts in this
regard to a less than significant level.

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  Therefore, impacts associated with view obstruction due to safety netting
or fencing would not occur.

54O. Refer to Response to Comment No. 26A.

As discussed in Section 5.10, Public Health and Safety, it is anticipated that traffic
flow would be temporarily impacted during construction of the proposed roadway
improvements (i.e., including the tunnel).  However, Project compliance with City
Development Code 12.04.040, Section 128, would be required.  This Section of the
Code outlines specific requirements with respect to street construction for any
person engaged in performing work which interferes with or endangers the safe
movement of traffic.

It is acknowledged that roadways in the Project vicinity, including Hawthorne
Boulevard, may experience temporary traffic inconveniences and delays during the
construction phase of the Project.  These would be associated with the delivery of
construction equipment and materials to the site, as well as construction workers
commuting to and from the site.  Construction equipment and materials would be
delivered to the site sporadically for the length of the construction phase.
Construction workers would be anticipated to commute to the site every workday.
A significant effect to traffic conditions would not be anticipated with these
construction-related traffic volumes.  Additionally, it should be noted that the
proposed Project would not result in trucks delivering or carrying away soil from the
construction site since the Project proposes that cut and fill be balanced on-site.

Further, it should be noted that lighting and gating of the tunnel would be required
by the City as safety measures.  The exact specifications of the lighting and gating
would be determined by the City at the design stage of the tunnel.

54P. Mitigation is not necessary since analysis has concluded that the trails (and their
alignment) proposed as part of the Long Point Resort Project would be consistent
with the policies and recommendations identified in the General Plan, Coastal
Specific Plan, Conceptual Trails Plan, and Conceptual Bikeways Plan (refer to
Section 5.13, Recreation).  
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Refer to Response to Comment No. 5I.

54Q. This letter incorporates by reference the comments made by George Gleghorn in
his letter of March 13, 2001 which has been included in this document as Comment
Letter No. 106 (refer to Response to Comment No. 106).

54R. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 55 
R. H. Carter-Siewertsen, Resident
February 16, 2001

55A. As noted in Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, development of the proposed Project
may increase the number of people/structures exposed to potential significant
effects associated with landslides.  Based on information currently available,
portions of the development adjacent to the existing landslides could be significantly
impacted by renewed landslide movement resulting from strong ground motion from
nearby earthquakes, potential groundwater buildup within the landslides, erosion at
the toe of the bluff from storm generated waves, and ongoing natural erosion of the
bluffs.  Implementation of the specified mitigation and compliance with the City
Development Code and the California Building Code would reduce potential impacts
to less than significant levels.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 39B.

55B. As discussed in Section 5.13, Recreation, and 5.7, Land Use and Relevant
Planning, the proposed Project would not conflict with the policies and
recommendations identified in the General Plan and Coastal Specific Plan with
respect to coastal access.  Analysis has concluded that the Project would be
consistent with the recommendations and a less than significant impact would
occur.

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D and 54D.

55C. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the City
for consideration.

55D. Impacts associated with Biological Resources are addressed in Section 5.3 of the
Draft EIR, Biological Resources.  
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55E. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 56 
Bernard Chaisson, Resident
March 7, 2001

56A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 57 
Bernard Chaisson, Resident
March 9, 2001

57A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 58 
Cindy Chaisson, Resident
March 8, 2001

58A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 59 
D.E. Clarke, Resident
March 14, 2001

59A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 60 
Herbert and Dodie Clarkson, Residents
March 31, 2001

60A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 61 
Herb and Dodie Clarkson, Residents
April 6, 2001

61A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 62 
Mr. & Mrs. Robert L. Cole, Residents
March 9, 2001

62A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 63 
Cooper Family, Residents
March 28, 2001 (Letter incorrectly notes April 28, 2001)

63A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 12A.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 64 
Barbara Covey, Resident
March 26, 2001

64A. As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, the Project itself is expected to
have a significant traffic impact at three (3) study area intersections projected to
operate at Level of Service “E” or “F” during the peak hours including the following:

• Silver Spur Road (NS) at Hawthorne Boulevard  (EW);
• Hawthorne Boulevard  (NS) at Palos Verdes Drive North (EW); and
• Western Avenue (NS) at 25th Street (EW).

Therefore, impacts to these intersections (i.e., LOS “E” or “F”) would be considered
significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels with implementation of mitigation at these intersections (refer to Mitigation
Measures 5.12-1a through 5.12-1e).
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Response to Comment No. 65 
Barbara L. Covey, Resident
March 15, 2001

65A. As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, a traffic signal would be warranted
at the Palos Verdes Drive East (NS) at Palos Verdes Drive South (EW) intersection
for existing plus ambient growth plus other development traffic conditions.  Thus, the
traffic signal is projected to be warranted with or without implementation of the
proposed Project.  Additionally, it should be noted that the Project itself is not
expected to have a significant traffic impact as this intersection (refer to Table 5.12-
10 of the Draft EIR, Project Traffic Contribution.  

The “other development,” which includes a total of ten projects, is listed in Table
5.12-7, Other Development Trip Generation.

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos 11V.4 and 64A.

Response to Comment No. 66
Jeanne A. Crosby, Resident
March 13, 2001

66A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 67
Keelin Marie Deason, Resident
March 26, 2001

67A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 68 
Mark Detwiler, Resident
March 28, 2001

68A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 69 
Suzanne & Mark Detwiler, Residents
March 13, 2001

69A. It should be noted that the Portuguese Bend segment of Palos Verdes Drive South
is frequently re-surfaced, not due to the volume of traffic traveling along this
roadway, rather due to the ongoing ground movement.  

Further, it should be noted that the City is not selling the UPVA.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 70
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 7, 2001

70A. It should be noted that Alternative 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative,
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal application is before the
City for consideration.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 71
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 14, 2001

71A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

71B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54M.  

71C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1R.

71D. The proposed golf course practice range is not tributary to the watershed at Villa
Capri.  As illustrated in Draft EIR Exhibit 5.6-1, Proposed Conditions Hydrology Map
No. 1, and Exhibit 5.6-2, Proposed Conditions Hydrology Map No. 2, subwatershed
W3A, the practice facility is designed to direct flows downstream of and away from
the Villa Capri area.  Therefore, there is no expected change in flows effecting the
Villa Capri site. 

71E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54D.
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Response to Comment No. 72
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 14, 2001

72A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

72B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  

72C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1R.  

72D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54M.

Additionally, the specified mitigation requires that a subsequent noise analysis be
prepared during preparation of the Final Development Plans, demonstrating that site
placement of stationary noise sources would not exceed City Code criteria for
adjacent residences. Therefore, long-term stationary noise generated from
proposed uses would be reduced to a less than significant level.

72E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 71D.

Response to Comment No. 73 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 17, 2001

73A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

73B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54M and 72D.

73C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A. 

73D. As stated in Section 5.13, Recreation, the proposed Project is anticipated to
increase the use of existing parks and facilities as a result of the employment
created by the proposed resort hotel and golf course uses.  The employment
generated by the proposed Project would have the potential to create a demand for
approximately 8.2 acres of parkland.  The Long Point Resort Project proposes the
development of 10.2 acres of various recreational features including public parking,
parks, trails, coastal access, and a shore area.  Of these 10.2 acres, approximately
5.0 acres of general public parkland are proposed.  Further, the Project involves
development of a nine-hole golf course and a practice facility totaling 71 acres.  The
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Resort Hotel Project proposes the development of recreational uses in excess of the
demand it would potentially create, as well as provide a net increase in the total
amount of recreational facilities which would be available in the City.  Therefore,
Project implementation would not increase the use of existing facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration would occur and a significant impact is not
anticipated in this regard.  

It should also be noted that the proposed development has the potential to increase
the use of existing parks and facilities as a result of the transient population
associated with the resort hotel.  However, as the proposed hotel is designed as a
destination resort offering onsite recreational amenities including a spa/health
center, pools, decks, landscaped grounds, walkways, etc., as well as the golf course
and practice facility, a significant impact to existing recreational facilities is not
anticipated in relation to the transient population.

Response to Comment No. 74
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 18, 2001

74A. Pursuant to Section 15131 of CEQA Guidelines, which states that “economic or
social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form
the agency desires,” the Fiscal Study has not been included in the Draft EIR.  CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131(a) further state that “economic or social effects of a
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment”.  Finally, these
issues will be considered by the City’s Finance Advisory Committee.

Response to Comment No. 75 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 15, 2001

75A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 76 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
March 26, 2001

76A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.
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Response to Comment No. 77
Rowland Driskel, Resident
April 4, 2001

77A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

In the event the decision was made by the City to implement Alternative No. 7.5,
mitigation would be specified (similar to Mitigation Measures 5.10-2a and 5.10-2b)
requiring that each of the recommendations identified in the Peer Review and
Safety Analysis be implemented.  Additionally, mitigation requiring that Alternative
No. 7.5's golf course design be subject to final review and approval by the City
would further reduce the potential impacts in this regard to a less than significant
level.

77B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B and 77A. 

77C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

77D. As noted in Section 5.10, Public Health and Safety, analysis concluded that impacts
associated with the site conditions and the historical use of the Upper Point Vicente
Area are considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be reduced to less
than significant levels with implementation of the specified Mitigation Measures.

Further, as noted in Section 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, when
compared to the proposed Project, the potential to create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment on the UPVA through the disposal of hazardous materials
would be similar with Alternative 7.9.  The need to conduct a Phase II level
investigation on the UPVA to determine the level of potential contamination
associated with the historic use of the property would also be required with this
Alternative.  

77E. The traffic study follows the County of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines and is
intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis guidelines set forth in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).  Based upon the County of Los
Angeles traffic study guidelines, the study area should include arterial highways,
freeways, and intersections generally within a one-mile radius of the Project site.
1st Street is located at least 5 miles from the Project site.  In addition, Western
Avenue/1st Street and Gaffey Street/1st Street are not listed as CMP arterial
monitoring intersections within the Los Angeles County Congestion Management
Program.
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While it is acknowledged that 1st Street is used heavily by the local residents, the
proposed Project is not expected to generate the same distribution pattern since it
is fundamentally different than the existing residential areas surrounding the site.
As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, trip distribution represents the
directional orientation of traffic to and from the Project site.  Trip distribution is
heavily influenced by the geographical location of the site, the location of residential,
commercial and recreational opportunities and the proximity to the regional freeway
system.  The directional orientation of traffic was determined by evaluating existing
land uses and highways within the community and existing traffic volumes.
Therefore and as illustrated on Exhibit 5.12-3 of the Draft EIR, Project Trip
Distribution, an estimated 5% of the traffic associated with the proposed Project was
distributed within the residential area situated east of Western Avenue, and not onto
1st Street specifically.  It should also be noted that the resort hotel would provide
directional assistance within promotional material that would affect patrons driving
patterns for visiting the Project site.  More specifically, this directional assistance
would be accomplished through the following:

• hotel web site;
• hotel brochure;
• airport shuttles;
• employee manual
• hotel telephone recordings; and
• local cable network.

Therefore, it is not anticipated that 1st Street would be significantly impacted by
implementation of the proposed Project.

Response to Comment No. 78
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 5, 2001

78A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 71D.

78B. As stated in this comment and in Section 5.10, Public Health and Safety, the golf
course design proposed by the Project adheres to standards developed during the
1960's and 1970's.  This is simply a notation of the time period in which these
standards were developed.  Further, these standards are adequate to address
public safety concerns and many architects still use them as the corridor widths that
must be maintained to have an acceptable hole width.  These standards were
developed assuming an unrestricted flat site with little or no vegetation (to be used
as a buffer).  Additionally, it should be noted that some architects will suggest using
a buffer (or setback).  This depends upon the topography of the site, the existing (or
proposed) vegetation, and the design of the course.  This setback may be as much
as 50 feet on each side of the hole (as it relates to property boundaries) or may be
non-existent if the property is well supported by a higher slope or dense vegetation.
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It should also be noted that this does not imply that 50 feet is necessary everywhere
or even in most places since this would not be the case.

An area that the 50 foot buffer may be necessary is where the property falls off
(lowers) dramatically outside of the golf corridor.  An example of this is the proposed
Hole No. 2. In this example, an adequate buffer exists to allow errant shots to be
contained on the “downhill” side of the hole (in addition to the containment
bunkering on the low side of the hole).

In general, the buffer is somewhat arbitrary - and should be dictated to a large
extent by the architect taking into account all of the aforementioned considerations
of topography, vegetation and design.

The golf course can be designed to maintain the 150 foot minimal width (centerline
to property boundary) and also incorporate an adequate buffer (if necessary -
dependent upon all the factors previously mentioned.  Modern standards still use
a 300 foot corridor width, however, some architects also add the buffer - typically
at the discretion of the architect.  

This comment notes that “The only successful golf projects...”.  Mr. Kipp Schulties,
Golf Safety Expert, is not in agreement with this statement.  Success is a relative
term based on an individual’s opinion of something.  While in the perfect world, the
golf course and surrounding residential would be built together, it is by no means
a failure if they are done separately.

The golf course design is not poorly conceived, although, there are certain issues
that needed to be modified or resolved to meet certain guidelines.  Nonetheless,
rerouting would not be necessary to accomplish this.  

It is incorrect to state that Mr. Kipp Schulties has been asked to accomplish the
impossible.  On the contrary, he is of the opinion that the golf course can be
constructed on the property provided the measures which have been outlined are
implemented. 

78C. A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  Therefore, impacts associated with view obstruction due to safety netting
or fencing would not occur.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.
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78D. This comment fails to identify which Mitigation Measures are unacceptable and the
basis for that determination.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 79 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

79A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54M and 18D.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

79B. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 80
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

80A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B and 54N.

Response to Comment No. 81
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

81A. Subsection 5.3-2, Sensitive Natural Communities/Habitats, provides a detailed
discussion on impacts to native species/habitat associated with the golf course.
Further as noted in this Subsection, of particular concern is the location of golf
course features within and adjacent to coastal sage scrub preservation and creation
areas in the UPVA.  Although trails will be established within the golf course area
to keep golfers out of the natural areas, the proposed Project has the potential for
golfers to enter the natural areas to retrieve lost balls or other reasons.  This
disturbance would be considered potentially significant since it may significantly
impact habitat protected by state and federal resource agencies.  Implementation
of mitigation including the following measures would reduce this impact to less than
significant:

• Develop a Fencing Plan;
• Develop a Signage Plan; and 
• Establish a transition zone to buffer natural habitats from developed areas.
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Response to Comment No. 82
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

82A. Mr. Kipp Schulties is a Golf Safety Expert and not a Biologist.  Also, refer to
Response to Comment No. 81A.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 83
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

83A. According to Mr. Kipp Schulties, he is not privileged to the Nicklaus Design corridor
standards mentioned in this comment.  In all of their golf course specifications, in
no instance does any specification say anything about corridor widths.  The only
other documented guideline for golf course corridor widths is in public distribution
- a book by recognized golf course architect Michael Hurdzan.  In the book, Mr.
Hurdzan uses the same 150 foot minimum distance as in recent discussions and
the Golf Safety Study while recommending a buffer (outside the property boundary)
depending on  wind, topography, altitude, vegetation, and other relating factors. 

Most golf course architects have their own guidelines that they use when routing a
golf course.  In the perfect world, there would be no homes along the course,
however, in today's market that is not feasible in many cases.  If homes are to be
situated along the course, the golf course architect desires to have those homes as
far from the course as possible such that they do not impact the aesthetic value of
the course and the property.  

Kipp Schulties Golf Design, Inc. (KSGD) utilizes 350 to 375 feet for golf hole corridor
width.  While that is not the minimum width, it is simply the width preferred by KSGD
and many other architects.  The minimum width used by KSGD is 300 feet, although
this is not a standard developed by KSGD.  This is the standard that most of the
other golf course architects use.

Of three new courses that Nicklaus Design is redesigning in South Florida, all three
have corridor widths of approximately 300 feet, according to Mr. Schulties.  In
addition, at the new Nicklaus Designed course in Jupiter, Florida (the Bear's Club),
the 18th green is no more than 150 feet from the base of the clubhouse and there
are several areas on the course where homes are approximately 150 feet off the
centerline. 
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While it is recommended that these larger distances for corridor widths be utilized,
not always are those recommendations followed.  However, most all golf course
architects will honor the almost "universal" guideline of 150 feet from centerline to
property boundary as it relates to landing areas and greens.  This is what is of
concern in this matter.  This is not a "wish list" of what golf course architects desire
for corridor widths, but rather what they will all agree are acceptable minimal widths
that will still meet their safety standards.

Further, regardless that the corridor width for proposed holes 3 and 4 is
approximately 520 feet, the distance from the centerline of the third hole to the
property line at Via Capri is approximately 245 feet.  At this distance away, the hole
could move closer to Via Capri by at least 45 feet and still be of no concern (based
on KSGD guidelines or even Mr. Nicklaus' standards for that matter).

It should be noted that Mr. Schulties is a golf course architect having been trained
indirectly under the Nicklaus standards of design by numerous former lead
designers of Jack Nicklaus.  

Wind is certainly a factor to consider as mentioned by this Commentor.  However,
as previously mentioned, there is a sufficient buffer area between Via Capri and the
centerline of the third hole to accommodate this factor.  Secondly, the hole is played
such that the "slice" side of the hole is away from Via Capri as the majority of golfers
slice the ball (to the right if right handed) rather than hook it to the left.  Also, the
upward nature of the hole would keep balls from traveling as far as if the hole were
flat or downhill.  In addition, the presence of the tall grasses or native area between
the course and the Via Capri would also serve as a "catch" for errant shots.

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 78B.

Response to Comment No. 84 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

84A. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project involves
improvements to the City-owned property situated off-site, between the UPVA and
Hawthorne Boulevard.  Proposed improvements include relocation of the City's
existing Corporate Yard (including approximately ten parking spaces) to an
approximately 1.0-acre site situated between the existing Civic Center entryway and
the Salvation Army’s tennis courts.  The Facility is proposed to include an
approximately 3,150-square foot equipment storage building (with office and storage
space), an outdoor bulk storage space, and a parking area containing 30 employee
parking spaces (for use by City employees).  The proposed equipment storage
building would be recessed into the hillside and a retaining wall would be provided
along the northern site boundary to screen visibility of  the facility from Hawthorne
Boulevard.  
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Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

84B. While Project implementation would increase the volume of traffic on Palos Verdes
Drive South, it would not result in a significant impact at any of the intersections
along this roadway (refer to Table 5.12-10, Project Traffic Contribution). Additionally,
refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.

84C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 77E.

84D. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

84E. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 85 
Rowland Driskell, Resident
April 6, 2001

85A. The issue of potential litigation is not within the scope of CEQA. Comments are
noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

85B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 54N.

85C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 78B.

Response to Comment No. 86 
Jeff Duncan, Resident
March 13, 2001

86A. This comment does not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted and
will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

86B. As noted Section 5.9 of the Draft EIR, Noise, several local roadways would
experience noise levels in the future above standards in the absence of the
proposed Project.  Since the Project generated trips would further exacerbate a
projected exceedance of standards beyond established thresholds, implementation
of the proposed Project would contribute to a significant and unavoidable impact for
adjacent residential areas along the following roadway segments:

• Palos Verdes Drive West (from Palos Verdes Drive to Hawthorne
Boulevard);

• Palos Verdes Drive South (from Hawthorne Boulevard to Palos Verdes Drive
East);

• 25th Street (from Palos Verdes Drive East to Western Avenue); and
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• Hawthorne Boulevard (from Palos Verdes Drive South to Palos Verdes Drive
North).

As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, the Project itself is expected to
have a significant traffic impact at three (3) study area intersections which are
projected to operate at Level of Service “E” or “F” during the peak hours.  Impacts
to these intersections would be considered significant unless mitigated.  However,
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of
mitigation.

86C. It should be noted that the Portuguese Bend segment of Palos Verdes Drive South
is frequently re-surfaced, not due to the volume of traffic traveling along this
roadway, rather due to the ongoing ground movement.  

Response to Comment No. 87 
Brentt and Erin Eads, Residents
April 1, 2001

87A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 88 
Alfred J. and Deanne L. Edridge, Residents
February 7, 2001

88A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

88B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

Response to Comment No. 89
Ahktar Emon, Resident 
February 12, 2001

89A. The Project's proposed Planning Area 2-F, City Hall Park Expansion, involves a
1.6-acre expansion to the existing park facility including passive recreational uses.
Although the proposed Project would not involve the development of a Community
Center at the Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall site, it's implementation would not
preclude future development of such a use in the Civic Center area.  
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Additionally, as stated in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, it should
be noted that the Project proposes ballroom, banquet, meeting, and community
space.  This space would be made available for conferences, social occasions, and
community and public events.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 90 
Jack & Barbara Epstein, Residents
March 10, 2001

90A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 91 
Will & Mary Ann Felando, Residents
March 9, 2001

91A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment No. 92 
Harold & Florence Fenton, Residents
March 25, 2001

92A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 93 
Bill & Marty Foster, Residents
March 11, 2001

93A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.

Alternative 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, and Alternative 7.8,
Program of Utilization Alternative, involve development of the Upper Point Vicente
Area for park/recreational use.  These comments do not raise a new environmental
issue.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 94
This Response was intentionally omitted.

Response to Comment No. 95 
Dr. and Mrs. James French, Residents
March 28, 2001

95A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 96 
Dena Friedson, Resident
March 13, 2001

96A. The transport of soil from one location to another would not be required since the
Project proposes that cut and fill be balanced on-site.

96B. As stated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, significant short-term air quality impacts may
occur during site preparation and project construction.  These impacts are
considered significant before and after mitigation for NOX emissions from
construction equipment exhaust and significant before and after mitigation for PM10
fugitive dust.  Impacts would be less than significant for other pollutants.  (Mitigation
in this instance refers to applicable City Development Code Sections and SCAQMD
Rules.)

As stated in Section 5.9, Noise, grading and construction within the Project area
may result in temporary noise impacts to nearby noise sensitive receptors.
Adherence to City Code requirements would reduce construction noise impacts to
a less than significant level.

96C. Pages 5.3-45 and -46 of the Draft EIR state the following in regards to impacts to
“threatened plant and animal species”:  Section 15065(a), Mandatory Findings of
Significance, of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment if “...the project has the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of an endangered, rare or threatened species...” (underlining added).
Impacts to state or federally listed species or those species that meet the criteria as
defined by CEQA were identified as significant in the Draft EIR unless mitigated.
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Other common (not listed as threatened or Endangered)  plant and wildlife species
that may be impacted by the proposed Project do not pass the significance criteria
established by the City for this project under the CEQA because populations of
common plant and wildlife species would not be significantly reduced in the region.

In regards to significant impacts on “important corridors”, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form which includes
questions relating to biological resources.  The issues presented in the Initial Study
Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this Draft EIR section.
 CEQA states that a project may create a significant environmental impact if the
project interferes substantially with the movement of any native or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  Based on the thresholds
established, the proposed Project does not interfere substantially with the
movement of wildlife species because: (1) the cliffs of the RHA that are expected
to provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site will be maintained
as permanent open space and would not be impacted; (2) the design of the UPVA
area has maintained a connection to the open space areas off-site; and (3) the
preserved habitat areas onsite and the proposed coastal sage scrub creation areas
on the UPVA site are expected to provide for local movement on and off-site.  

Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts to native habitat types and special
status plant and wildlife species by the proposed golf course uses are included as
Mitigation  Measures 5.3-2a, 5.3-2c through e, and 5.3-2g.  Implementation of these
measures would reduce the potential disturbance of the golf course activities to less
than significant.

96D. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11R and 55A.

96E. As noted in Section 5.1, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Project implementation would
not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or resource identified in the
General Plan after compliance with applicable City codes.  However, Project
implementation would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
resource identified in the Coastal Specific Plan.  The obstruction of views to Point
Fermin (foreground only) would be considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts
would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation
requiring that buildings within the Point Fermin vista corridor be one-story or
redesigned to comply with the 16-foot height limit.  Additionally, the obstruction of
views to Catalina Island by the northernmost resort villas would be considered
significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels with implementation of mitigation requiring that these buildings be redesigned
to comply with the 16-foot height limitation.  Further, the proposed Project would be
required to demonstrate compliance with the specified development standards for
each zoning district regarding lot size, building height, lot coverage and parking.
Compliance with applicable Development Codes for each zoning district would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Additionally, Project design, height
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and architecture would be subject to design review by the City to ensure
conformance with applicable Development Code Standards.  After compliance with
applicable City codes, potential impacts would be considered as less than
significant.

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17F.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

96F. The Ishibashi Farmhouse Complex, discussed on Page 5.4-21 is located at the
northeastern corner of the Resort Hotel Area- not in proximity to Hole No. 5 on the
Upper Point Vicente Area.  Analysis has concluded that since the complex does not
meet CEQA Guidelines’ definition of a historical resource, impacts from
implementation of the proposed Project would not constitute a significant effect to
a resource.

The farm area located in proximity to Hole No. 5 on the Upper Point Vicente Area,
is a truck farm operated by James Hatano and planted mostly in cactus.  It contains
a modern trailer and several wooden sheds, and no features that demonstrate any
historic characteristics.  Analysis has concluded that since no historic features are
evident at the Hatano farm, no further consideration is required for that location.

96G. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 97 
Dena Friedson, Resident
March 13, 2001

97A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 98 
Dena Friedson, Resident
March 13, 2001

98A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 96F.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-155

Response to Comment No. 99 
Dena Friedson, Resident
March 26, 2001

99A. The earthwork quantity for the construction of the undercrossing is estimated to be
approximately 5,000 cubic yards.

The construction of the undercrossing can be accomplished in phases allowing
traffic on Palos Verdes Drive South access to at least one lane in each direction.
As shown during the recent road reconstruction in the Portugese Bend area where
traffic was reduced to one lane only, with proper traffic control, no unreasonable
loss of travel time was experienced.

This work would best be accomplished during the first phase of the Project in order
to lessen any traffic traveling to and from Upper Point Vicente from the Resort Hotel
Area.  The length of time for construction would vary depending upon the method
used by the contractor.  However, ninety working days would be a reasonable
estimate for construction.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 54O.

99B. The aspect of “trenching” for an undercrossing beneath Palos Verdes Drive South
is anticipated to be constructed via actual tunneling.  If actual open-cut trenching
were to be performed, the resulting “slot-cut” would not be expected to have a
detrimental impact on slope stability, either during or following completion of the
undercrossing.  Based on the results of more recent exploratory drilling by the
developer’s geotechnical consultant, no evidence of a landslide was found in this
area.  Moreover, the results of a slope stability analyses by the developer’s
geotechnical consultant has demonstrated the area is stable, based on the results
of drilling and geologic logging of four (4) borings in this area. 

99C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3B, 54O and 99A.

99D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.

Furthermore, the Project shall be required to contribute its share towards the
improvement costs at these locations.  Implementation of the specified mitigation
would result in no remaining significant impacts at the Hawthorne Boulevard
intersections.

99E. Excluding the UPVA from the proposed Project would not eliminate the significant
and unavoidable air quality impacts (i.e., from ROG, NOX and CO emissions) since
the Basin is in non-attainment for these three pollutants.  Therefore, development
of the RHA only would also be anticipated to result in significant and unavoidable
air quality impacts.
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Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 54O.

Response to Comment No. 100
Ann Shaw and Dena Friedson, Residents
Save Our Coastline II
April 4, 2001

100A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18J, 96B and 99E.

The Long Point Resort Project as proposed involves the development of both the
Upper Point Vicente Area and the Resort Hotel Area.  The analysis contained in
Section 5.2, Air Quality, takes into consideration development of the Project in it’s
entirety.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 101 
C.H. Fung, D.D.S., Resident
March 3, 2001

101A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 102 
Barbara Gleghorn, Resident
March 9, 2001

102A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18, 22, 24 and 25.

Response to Comment No. 103 
Save Our Coastline II 
March 13, 2001

103A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 104 
Barbara Gleghorn, Resident
Save Our Coastline II
April 4, 2001

104A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

104B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5I and 54P.

As noted in Section 5.13, Recreation, implementation of the proposed Project has
the potential to create a demand for an additional 8.2 acres of parkland.
Additionally, the proposed Project would require removal of approximately two acres
of the existing Civic Center Park for golf course use.  However, the Project also
proposes the development of approximately 5.0 acres of general public parkland,
5.2 acres of public trails, staging areas, and coastal access ways, as well as a 71-
acre golf course/practice facility.  Accordingly, Project implementation would result
in a net increase in recreational facilities in the City of 71 acres, therefore, a
significant impact is not anticipated in this regard.  Further, the City would continue
to exceed their target goal for parkland after Project implementation.

Response to Comment No. 105 
Barbara Gleghorn and Dena Friedson, Residents
April 5, 2001

105A. The proposed Project would impact approximately 25% of the scrub habitats onsite.
However, these areas are proposed to be mitigated by the creation of 16.80 acres
of new coastal sage scrub habitat area outlined in Mitigation Measure 5.3-1d of the
Draft EIR.  This, combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub
habitat, the 4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and the 3.87 acres of rocky
shore/coastal bluff habitat that would be retained, would result in the protection and
creation of a total of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and
rocky shore/coastal bluff habitat. The 16.80 acres of restored and newly created
habitat represents a replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (3.4 acres restored/created habitat
for every 1 acre removed) for the 4.91 acres of coastal sage scrub  impacted by the
proposed Project.  With the addition of 22.94 acres of preserved coastal sage scrub,
coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff to the mitigation program, the
compensation ratio is over 7 to 1, far above typical mitigation standards required by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of 2 to 1 and 3 to 1.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 134C.

105B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1N.
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Although there is no set rule with regards to the required mitigation ratio that at the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requires during the processing of a 4(d) Interim
Habitat Loss Plan, 10(a) permit, or through a Section 7 consultation pursuant to the
federal Endangered Species Act, there are industry standards and precedent. A
mitigation ratio of 3.4 to 1 is generally greater than the commonly accepted ratio of
1 to 1 or 2 to 1.

One of the preferred forms of mitigation is preservation of existing habitat.  The
regulatory agencies prefer this form of mitigation because it provides for the long-
term protection of the resources.  With the preservation of natural open space areas
through conservation easements and the inclusion of restricted uses over the site,
the resources can be ensured to persist over time.  Natural open space areas that
are not currently managed open space are subject to impacts such as the creation
of unauthorized trails, harassment by hikers and pets, and trash dumping.  The
UPVA is not currently fenced to protect the natural resources in this area. The
proposed Project would provide appropriate fencing of this area to restrict
unauthorized use of these areas and eliminate the potential disturbance of the
preserved habitat.    

105C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 105A and 105B.  Comments are noted and will
be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 106 
George J. Gleghorn
Save Our Coastline II (SOC II) 
March 13, 2001

106A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1C, 11W and 54C.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1), “the specific alternative of “no
project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact”.  Further, Section 15126.6(C)
states that “after defining the no project alternative. . . the lead agency should
proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what
would reasonably to expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were
not approved, based on current plans. . .”.  

106B. Section 7.2 of the Draft EIR, No Project Alternative, has been revised in the Final
EIR in response to the availability of additional details regarding the existing
entitlement (refer to Volume I, Final EIR).

106C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.
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106E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106I. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

106J. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

Response to Comment No. 107
George J. Gleghorn
Save Our Coastline II Steering Committee
April 5, 2001

107A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B and 54N. 

107B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

107C. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 108 
Diana Gottschalk, Resident
April 5, 2001

108A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment No. 109 
Zelda and Jerry Green, Residents
March 10, 2001

109A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 110 
Zelda and Jerry Green, Residents
March 10, 2001

110A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 111 
Dan and Margaret Gruen, Residents
March 30, 2001

111A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 112 
Maria C. Guerra, M.D., Resident 
March 15, 2001

112A. As stated in Section 5.2-4, Air Quality, the mobile source and area emissions
associated with the proposed Project would generate pollutant emissions in excess
of SCAQMD thresholds.  Thus, implementation of the proposed Project would
create a significant and unavoidable individual project impact from ROG, NOX and
CO emissions.  In addition, the Basin is in non-attainment for these same three
pollutants.  As the proposed Project would exceed established ROG/NOX, CO and
PM10 thresholds, the Project would create a significant and unavoidable cumulative
impact to regional levels of these pollutants.

Further, in regard to localized CO emissions, upon implementation of the mitigation
specified in the Traffic Impact Analysis, impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level and intersections would operate at acceptable LOS and
intersections would not be significantly impacted by project generated traffic.  As
such, the Project is not anticipated to create a significant localized emission of CO
or create significant localized impacts to nearby sensitive receptors in this regard.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.

112B. As noted in Section 5.11, Public Services and Utilities, project implementation is
anticipated to generate additional wastewater beyond current conditions and would
require an incremental expansion of the existing sewerage system.  However, with
payment of appropriate connection fees impacts to wastewater systems and
facilities would be considered as less than significant.  Also, refer to Response to
Comment No. 10.
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112C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D, 54C, and 96E.

112D. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54M and 72D.

112E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 96E.

112F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 73D.

112G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 55A.

112H. It should be noted that the proposed Project would be subject to compliance with
Development Code Section 17.12.030(B) which states the following with respect to
storage:

“. . . . . all goods, wares, merchandise, produce and other commodities [i.e.,
refuse] shall be housed in permanent, entirely enclosed structures, unless
being transported”.

Further, Section 17.12.060(B) notes that an application for commercial development
shall include “a detailed landscape plan indicating types and sizes of materials to
be used and enclosed trash areas”.

112I. The access locations along Palos Verdes Drive South have been recommended
within the traffic study to minimize conflicting turning movements along routes
serving through traffic and to provide safe intersections.  Sight distance at the
Project entrances will be further reviewed with respect to standard Caltrans/City of
Rancho Palos Verdes sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final
grading, landscape and street improvement plans.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.

Response to Comment No. 113 
Bill & Gwen Gussman, Residents
March 10, 2001

113A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 114
Bill & Gwen Gussman, Residents
March 13, 2001

114A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 115
Robert C. Haase, Jr. Resident
March 27, 2001

115A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.

The following should be noted:   (i) the project is consistent with the General Plan;
(ii) the proposed use would not be authorized unless the National Park Service
granted the requested amendment to the POU; (iii) describing the proposed golf
course as a “public-use” golf course is not a mischaracterization as asserted by the
commentor; (iv) if the City approved the project it would not constitute a
“misappropriation of public parkland;” (v) the golf course and trail are open to the
general public; and (vi) the RHA site is zoned for Commercial Recreational use and
the current entitlements envision a similar (if not more intensive) development on
the RHA.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

115B. The following thresholds of significance have been identified on Pages 5.1-18 and
5.1-19 of the Draft EIR:

A project would potentially create a significant aesthetic impact if it caused
one or more of the following to occur:

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic
highway;

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings; and/or

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
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Analysis has concluded that development of the proposed Project may create a new
source of light/glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
However, compliance with applicable City codes would reduce potential impacts to
less than significant levels.  The discussion on Page 5.1-31 accurately notes that
no significant impacts related to Aesthetics/Light and Glare have been identified
following implementation of Mitigation Measures and/or compliance with applicable
standards, policies and/or City of Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

“Implementation of Mitigation Measures” constitutes the Applicant’s compliance with
or execution of those measures listed in the Mitigation Measures section.  Further,
it should be noted that consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program would be adopted by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes for the proposed Project.  The Program would ensure that the Mitigation
Measures and project revisions identified in the EIR are implemented.

115C. Section 5.7, Land Use and Relevant Planning, of the Draft EIR acknowledges that
a General Plan Amendment (GPA) would be required for the UPVA.  Analysis has
concluded that a less than significant impact would occur with approval of the GPA
on the UPVA changing the land use designation from Recreational Passive to
Recreational Active.  Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54D and 54L.

115D. In the Statement of Overriding Considerations, CEQA Guidelines require the
decision-making agency (i.e., City of Rancho Palos Verdes) to balance, as
applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a
proposed projects against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining
whether to approve the Project.  If the City approves the Project, the City will
prepare a written statement of the  specific reasons to support its action based on
the Final EIR and/or other information in the record.  

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 72D.

115E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11V.4, 64A and 77E.

A transportation impact on an intersection shall be deemed “significant” if the project
related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the established
threshold (Table 5.12-2, Significant Transportation Impact).  A significant impact
would not occur at any of the intersections cited in this comment.  Further, it should
be noted that the General Plan is not being amended to accommodate increased
traffic congestion.  

115F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 12A.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 116 
Mike & Marilee Hagerthy, Residents
March 13, 2001

116A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 117 
Gretchen A. Harris, Resident
March 31, 2001

117A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue. Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 118 
Jim, Sachie, Erika, and Alisa Hathaway, Residents
March 28, 2001

118A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 119 
Bridget Heller, Resident
February 13, 2001

119A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 120 
Bridget Heller, Resident
March 27, 2001

120A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 121 
Judith Herman, Resident
April 2, 2001

121A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

Response to Comment No. 122
Patricia Hewitt, Resident
April 2, 2001

122A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue. Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 123
Jot & Linda Hollenbeck, Residents
March 13, 2001

123A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 124
Ed Hong, Resident
March 26, 2001

124A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 12A.

These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 125 
Edward & Joann Hummel, Residents
March 27, 2001

125A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 126 
William and Marianne Hunter, Residents
March 13, 2001

126A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 55C.  These comments do not raise a new
environmental issue.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 127 
William and Marianne Hunter, Residents
March 26, 2001

127A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 128 
Leslie G. Jakobs, Resident
February 16, 2001

128A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 129 
Bernadette Jamison, Resident
March 26, 2001

129A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 130 
Cassie Jones, Resident
March 27, 2001

130A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 131 
Mary Ann & Joe Kapp, Residents
March 11, 2001

131A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 132 
Frank and Lea Kenny, Residents
March 30, 2001

132A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

132B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 115B.

132C. A helipad for landing helicopters is not included as a part of the proposed Resort
Hotel development.

132D. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 133 
Howard King, Resident
March 20, 2001

133A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 134 
Jim Knight, Resident
March 13, 2001

134A. The EIR evaluates a complete project description involving development of both the
upper and lower areas of Point Vicente.  Alternatives are presented in Section 7.0
that respond to the commentor’s concern for definition of the Project and analysis
of the areas.  Further, it should be noted that there has been no attempt to mislead
the public.  Additionally, the commentor’s statement regarding the Resolution
adopted by City Council is incorrect.  There was no resolution adopted on January
16, 2001.  Rather, the City Council directed the Finance Advisory Committee to
undertake an analysis of the financial implications to the Long Point Resort Project
of scaling back the Project.

134B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5A and 5G.

134C. It has been documented36 that restored sage scrub and other habitat types, when
done in a biologically sound manner and under supervision of a qualified biologist
with experience in native plant restoration, can and will support a wide variety of
native plant and animal species including those listed as threatened or endangered
by the state and federal regulatory agencies.  The creation of habitat is an approved
form of mitigation by the regulatory agencies and is often a component of
compensation/mitigation plans that are processed with these agencies.  

Because of the mitigation of the proposed plan, including preservation, restoration,
and protection of retained native habitats, it is expected that the proposed Project
site will continue to support the gnatcatcher both for breeding and dispersal activity.

134D. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D, 54D, 54K and 54L.

Response to Comment No. 135
Jim Knight, Resident
March 13, 2001

135A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 136 
Jim Knight, Resident
April 4, 2001

136A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 134A.  Additionally, it should be noted that
under CEQA, there is no requirement regarding separating the environmental
analysis of the golf component and the hotel component. 

136B. Alternative 7.9, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, does not involve the
development of a resort hotel on the RHA and therefore, would not fulfill the
objectives noted in this comment of establishing a successful destination coastal
resort or improving water quality through construction and implementation of a
Runoff Management/Water Quality Management Plan.

Page 7-46 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows: 

Implementation of this alternative would fulfill only one of the 
objectives identified in Section 3.4, Project Objectives:  to provide additional
public trails and recreational facilities on the publicly-owned Upper Point
Vicente Site . 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that “the EIR shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed Project. . . .  If an alternative would cause one or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  In compliance with
this Section of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, along with the Exhibits contained
therein, has provided sufficient information and an adequate level of detail about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed Project.  

Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, has been expanded to include
Alternative 7.10, Point Vicente Park Enhancement and Existing Entitlement
Alternative.

136C. Table 4-1, Approved and Pending Projects in Rancho Palos Verdes, identifies
related projects and other possible development in the area determined as having
the potential to interact with the proposed Project to the extent that a significant
cumulative effect may occur.  Since the existing entitlement project and the currently
proposed Project could not both be developed, the existing entitlement project is not
included in Table 4-1.
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136D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 136C.  Further, it should be noted that the
proposed Project and the Existing Entitlement project (i.e., Monaghan project) are
mutually exclusive and, therefore, the impacts cannot be cumulative.

136E. The LPHCP is part of the public record for the Project and is available for review at
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

The mitigation program outlined in the Draft EIR summarized the information in the
LPHCP and provides sufficient information to determine that the impacts for the
proposed Project can be mitigated to a level of less than significant.  For additional
information relative to mitigation for commutative Project impacts, refer to Response
to Comment No. 5H.  

136F. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1N, 5G, 54J, 96C, and 1DD.

136G. Although a NEPA document is required to be prepared for a Section 7.0
consultation and/or 10(a) permit, depending on the scope of the project this can be
done through a internal document with the federal resource agencies and does not
require an EIS. 

136H. It should be noted that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes is a separate and sovereign
entity from Los Angeles County and has adopted its own regulations and standards.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

136I. Refer to Response to Comment No. 134C.

136J. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 17F.

136K. The legend in Exhibit 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources
Preservation/Enhancements Within Upper Point Vicente Area, has been revised to
include the “Project Study Area” and the “Impact Area” (refer to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section).

136L. The transport of soil from one location to another would not be required since the
Project proposes that cut and fill be balanced on-site.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1T.

136M. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1B.
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136N. Fencing shall be located in disturbed areas, at the interface with the natural habitat
areas to be preserved.  No habitat would be removed to install the fencing material.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1V. 

136O. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1T. 

136P. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1I, 1N, and 54J.

136Q. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1EE and 11S.

136R. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1EE and 11S.

136S. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department was consulted during preparation of
the analysis of impacts to Fire Services.  Additionally, the Fire Department was
made aware of the Project’s traffic volumes (i.e., 6,263 average daily trips) in that
they received a copy of the Draft EIR and were notified of the public review period.
Further, the Fire Department has submitted comments on the Draft EIR.

As previously noted, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department was consulted
during preparation of the analysis of impacts to Fire Services.  The Fire Department
considered the analysis with respect to the helipad adequate.  Further, the specified
mitigation (Mitigation Measure 5.11-1) requires that the Project Applicant avoid
Helispot Pad #53A or provide an alternate pad within the Project area.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 8. 

136T. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.  

136U. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B. 

136V. Refer to Response to Comment No. 77E.

136W. As stated in Section 21084(e): Guidelines shall list classes of projects exempt from
Act.  No project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource, as specified in Section 21084.1, shall be exempted from this
division pursuant to subdivision (a).

21084.1. Historical resources

A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.  For purposes of this section, an historical resource is a
resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California
Register of Historical Resources....
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As stated in Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR, Cultural Resources, since Site 19-180591
is located in an area proposed for a golf course, Project effects to this historical
resource are potentially significant.  The recommended mitigation identifies two
separate options (i.e., avoidance or recordation) both of which reduce impacts to a
less than significant level and are accepted practices.

No Categorical Exemption has been granted for any aspect of the proposed Project.

136X. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54D.

136Y. Refer to Response to Comment No. 55A.

As presented in the EIR “The potential for the building of groundwater beneath the
Project area due to infiltration of landscape irrigation, storm water runoff, etc.
appears to be unlikely given the pervasive fracturing of the bedrock beneath the
area.  However, the addition of storm water runoff, landscape irrigation for the golf
course and resort areas, etc., could result in the localized building up of
groundwater beneath the Project area.  With the buildup of groundwater comes the
increased potential of localized failures on the bluffs and/or reactivation of existing
landslides due to the buildup of pore pressure in the rock and soil, and the
possibility of groundwater acting to lubricate weak rock and soil layers.  This impact
would be considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be reduced to less
than significant levels with implementation of mitigation requiring groundwater
monitoring wells and periodic visual reconnaissance.”

136Z. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D and 54D.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that “economic or social effects of a
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment” [emphasis
added].

136AA.Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.

136BB.Page 5.7-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The Point Vicente Park facility is situated in the area surrounding the Civic
Center.  Amenities available at this facility include, but are not limited to,

 tennis courts and sand volley ball courts.

136CC.Refer to Response to Comment No. 55C and 96E.
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As noted in Section 5.13, Recreation, analysis has concluded that the trails (and
their alignment) proposed as part of the Long Point Resort Project would be
consistent with the policies and recommendations identified in the General Plan,
Coastal Specific Plan, Conceptual Trails Plan, and Conceptual Bikeways Plan.
Further, both the Conceptual Bikeways Plan (Revised 1996) and the Conceptual
Trails Plan (Revised September 1993) were developed by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes’ Recreation Department along with the involvement of a recreation/parks
committee.  Inasmuch, safety concerns associated with joint use trails have been
taken into consideration.

136DD. The statement made on Page 7-3 of the Draft EIR, “none of the improvements
proposed would occur under this Alternative”, is referring to Alternative 7.1, No
Development Alternative, and not to Alternative 7.2, No Project Alternative, as the
commentor alleges.

The discussion for Alternative 7.2 describes the development proposed under the
existing entitlement, as well as the future build-out scenario.

The Draft EIR includes both a “no development” alternative (Alternative 7.1, No
Development Alternative), and a “no project” alternative (Alternative 7.2, No Project
Alternative).

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W, 74A, 136C and 136D.

136EE.Refer to Response to Comment No. 1C.

136FF.Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1G and 55C.

136GG. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17F and 55C.

136HH Refer to Response to Comment No. 73D.

136II. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18C.

136JJ. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17F and 18C.

136KK. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18B.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

136LL. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54C.

136MM. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

136NN. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1D.
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Response to Comment No. 137 
Alex Knowles, Resident
March 27, 2001

137A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment No. 138 
Mahbooba S. Kohgadai, Walid Kohgadai and Omar Fazli, Residents
April 3, 2001

138A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.

138B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18J and 96B.

138C. As noted in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR, Public Services and Utilities, the
proposed Project would not result in significant physical impacts with respect to fire
or police protection.  Potential impacts are considered less than significant after
mitigation and compliance with all applicable codes and ordinances. 

138D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

138E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54C and 96E.

138F. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue. Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

138G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 39B.

138H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 96E.

Response to Comment No. 139
Nils Kolderup, Resident
March 27, 2001

139A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 140 
Ken & Mary Konopasek, Residents
March 9, 2001

140A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 141 
Doris Koplik, Resident
March 12, 2001

141A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 96E.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 142 
Jane M. Koplik, Resident
March 12, 2001

142A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 96E.

142B. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 143 
Joseph Kukel, Resident
March 29, 2001

143A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 144 
Benjamin Qwan, Resident
March 7, 2001

144A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 145 
Kristina Lee, Resident
March 26, 2001

145A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 146 
Marlys Lindenmuth, Resident
April 4, 2001

146A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 147 
Alfred Cellier, Resident
March 18, 2001

147A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 148 
Angela Lukstein, Resident
March 26, 2001

145A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 149 
Janis and Eduard Lukenstein, Residents
April 4, 2001

149A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 150 
Leah Marinkovich, Resident
February 17, 2001

150A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 151 
Mr. and Mrs. Ronald A. Marinkovich, Residents
April 2, 2001

151A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 152
Betty Marlr, Resident
March 10, 2001

152A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 153
Betty Marler, Resident
April 2, 2001

153A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 154
Jim & Connie McCarthy
February 17, 2001

154A. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.

154B. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

154C. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.
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Response to Comment No. 155
Louis R. McCreight, Resident
March 10, 2001

155A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 156 
Stephen & Linda\ McDannold, Residents
March 12, 2001

156A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 157 
Madeleine McJones, Resident 
March 3, 2001

157A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 158 
RW McJones, Resident
February 12, 2001

158A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

158B. Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, provides a detailed discussion of the former Nike
anti-aircraft missile launching area (Site 19-18059) and identifies it as a relic of the
Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union.  The EIR further notes
that Project effects to this historical resource are potentially significant.  The
recommended mitigation identifies two separate options that may reduce impacts
to a less than significant level:  preserving components of the site and incorporating
them into the Project design or the implementation of recordation procedures
compatible to Level 2 of HABS/HAER.  
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Response to Comment No. 159 
Dick Meng, Resident
March 28, 2001

159A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 160 
Bruno Michetti, Resident
March 9, 2001

160A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 161 
Bruno Michetti, Resident
March 9, 2001

161A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 162 
Kathleen Morgan, Resident
March 8, 2001

162A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

162B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 64A.  Analysis has concluded that impacts to
Palos Verdes Drive South would be less than significant.

162C. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 163 
Dorrine Nay, Resident
March 26, 2001

163A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 164 
Karyl Newton, Resident 
March 15, 2001

164A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment No. 165 
John Nunn, Resident
April 5, 2001

165A. This comment letter is not legible.

Response to Comment No. 166 
Osair Omar and Barbora Omar, Residents
April 3, 2001

166A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 19 and 64A.

166B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18J and 96B.

166C. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 167
Mary & Charlie Oneb, Resident
March 10, 2001

167A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 168
Patricia Ott, Resident
February 12, 2001

168A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 169 
Angie Papadakis, Resident
March 12, 2001

169A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 170
William & Sandra Patton Jr., Residents
March 10, 2001

170A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 171 
Mr. & Mrs. Mark O. Payne, Residents
March 20, 2001

171A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54M.

171B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

171C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 115B.

171D. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 172
Paul A. Payne, Resident
March 4, 2001

172A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 173 
Paul A. Payne, Resident & President
Villa Capri HOA
March 13, 2001

173A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B, 54M, 55A, and 71D.

173B. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 174
Paul A. Payne, Resident
March 17, 2001

174A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

174B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 54M.

174C. The proposed habitat preservation and restoration outlined in the Draft EIR and
illustrated on 5.3-4 increases the size of the sage scrub patches currently present
on the UPVA, thus reducing the existing and potential fragmentation of native
habitat patches on the Project site.  Please note the Project proposes conversion
of the existing annual grassland onsite to sage scrub habitat along the southern and
western portions of the UPVA.  The restoration of the habitats in these areas would
increase the size of the existing habitat polygons and serve to connect these
currently fragmented sage scrub areas with restored habitat.  The proposed
preservation and restoration areas also provide for a continued and increased
connection to off-site areas.  In regards to the connection to the Subregion 1
(Oceanfront) area, the proposed restoration plan would increase the amount of
sage scrub habitat in the vicinity of where the two projects (UPVA/Subregion 1) are
the closest.  Sage scrub does not currently exist in this area and the proposed plan
is anticipated to provide an increase in the potential linkage between these two
areas by the restoration of sage scrub in this area.  

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1d identifies that the project applicant shall
comply with the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) with regards to any
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, which is known to occur in the sage
scrub habitat on-site.  The commitment of the project applicant will be ensured by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) enforcement of this act and the
permit conditions that would apply to the proposed Project.  Any permit to remove
habitat and or impact a federally listed threatened or endangered species requires
monitoring of the proposed action and reporting requirements for any proposed
habitat restoration program.  If the project applicant does not meet the success
criteria established for the restoration program, the USFWS may require additional
mitigation.  

174D. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 175
Paul A. Payne, Resident
March 21, 2001

175A. This comment letter is not commenting on the Draft.  It is addressed to the SOC II
steering committee.

Response to Comment No. 176
D.A. Pehrson, Resident
March 7, 2001

176A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 177 
Norman Peterson, Resident
April 3, 2001

177A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 178 
Mark Pfeil, Resident
March 12, 2001

178A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 179 
Joseph J Picarelli
St Paul’s Lutheran Church
April 5, 2001

179A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

179B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B, 11X, and 77A. 

179C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B and 77A.

179D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 78B.
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The ULI material was reviewed by Mr. Kipp Schulties to enable anyone relating to
the Project know what the recommendations/guidelines are.  This is to provide
information to make sound judgements on how things should interface.  It is a
guideline for everyone associated with the Project.  

The issue of insurance liability is not within the scope of CEQA.

179E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B, 77A and 78B.

179F.  Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B, 77A and 78B.

179G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54M.  

Page 5.9-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Due to the distance between the  parking areas and sensitive
noise receptors, significant noise impacts from the proposed parking lot
would not occur 

Page 5.9-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:

5.9-3 Prior to Final Development Plan approval, a subsequent noise analysis shall
be prepared, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Building and
the City Engineer, which demonstrates that site placement of stationary
noise sources would not exceed noise standards indicated in the State Land
Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines for adjacent residences.
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179H. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B, 77A and 78B.

Response to Comment No. 180
Dan and Vicki Pinkham, Residents
March 28, 2001

180A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 181
George A. Pisano, Resident
March 28, 2001

181A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 182
Jan Porter, Resident
March 10, 2001

182A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 183
Charles and Marty Powell, Residents
March 12, 2001

183A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 184 
Andrew Pride Jr., Resident
March 26, 2001

184A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 185 
Angela Pride, Resident
March 26, 2001

185A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 186 
Vic Quirarte, Resident
March 8, 2001

186A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 187 
Vic Quirarte, Resident
March 13, 2001

187A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

187B. As noted in Section 5.3-1 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources, Project
implementation is anticipated to affect species identified as special status.  Analysis
has concluded that impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level with
the implementation of the identified Mitigation Measures.  Additionally, Project
implementation is anticipated to impact portions of the Resort Hotel and Upper Point
Vicente Areas which are habitat for referenced sensitive species.  Implementation
of specified Mitigation Measures would reduce impacts to a less than significant
level.  Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 1R.

187C. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the City
for consideration.
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187D. A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  Therefore, impacts associated with view obstruction due to safety netting
or fencing would not occur.

187E. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 188 
Vic Quirarte, Resident
March 25, 2001

188A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 189
Vic Quirarte, Resident
March 26, 2001

189A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

189B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54J and 55A. 

189C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D and 54D.

189D. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

189E. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

189F. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

189G. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 190
Jim Randall, Resident
March 14, 2001

190A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 191
Steve Rankin, Resident
March 22, 2001

191A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 192
Jorg and Anke Raue, Residents
March 27, 2001

192A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 193
Sydelle Rennick, Resident
March 10, 2001

193A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 194 
Paula Reuben, Resident
March 26, 2001

194A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 26A.

194B. The traffic counts within the traffic study were conducted in May, July and August,
1999.  Although the July and August traffic counts occurred during the summer
season, most trips generated by surrounding residential areas do not diminish.  In
fact, school travel activity on the overall street system is replaced by increased
recreational and social activity caused by the presence of teenagers at home.  In
addition, some teenagers work seasonally during the summer while living at home
and affect the AM and PM peak hours.  When schools are in session, the AM peak
hour is impacted, however, school activities do not typically affect the PM peak
hour. 

194C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54O.

194D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 26A.
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194E. Both the City of Rolling Hills Estates and the City of Torrance received a copy of the
Notice of Preparation and the Draft EIR and were notified of the public review
period.  In compliance with CEQA Guidelines, these cities along with the public at
large, were given ample opportunity to comment on the proposed Project.
Additionally, it should be noted that neither City submitted comments on the Draft
EIR.  

194F. Adjacent to the Peninsula High School, the traffic study recommends the addition
of a southbound right turn lane at the intersection of Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne
Boulevard.  This lane may require the restriction of parking at the north leg of the
intersection.  Students may have to park further north along Silver Spur Road with
the provision of increased capacity at the Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne Boulevard
intersection.  Removal of parking would provide for increased visibility on the north
leg of the Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne Boulevard intersection for pedestrians.
Restriction of on-street parking in the vicinity of schools is generally considered as
a safety improvement.  It should be noted that on-street parking for the school
represents overflow parking and the school’s parking lot’s existing inadequacy.
Additionally, opening of the new high school (at the former location of Palos Verdes
Intermediate School) would reduce the demand for parking at the Peninsula High
School.

Response to Comment No. 195
Mary Ross, Resident
February 16, 2001

195A. This comment does not pertain to the Long Point Resort Project.

195B. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 196
Ronald Rothstein, Resident
April 1, 2001

196A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-190

Response to Comment No. 197 
Howard & Marilyn Russell, Residents
March 8, 2001

197A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 198 
Jack & Nina Satalich, Residents
March 14, 2001

198A. The comment that a “...a map from the U.S. Geological Survey indicating a specific
fault line running along the southern edge of Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall and
cutting through Long Point” is inaccurate.  There is no “recent” or any other U.S.
Geological Survey map showing a fault in this area.  The most recent map of the
RPV area by and in cooperation with the U.S. Geological Survey, entitled “Geologic
Map of the Palos Verde Peninsula and Vicinity...,” by Thomas W. Dibblee, Jr., dated
1999, does not show a fault in the area discussed in the comment.

198B. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 199 
Alfred Sattler, Residents
April 6, 2001

199A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1G and 5G.

Response to Comment No. 200
Barbara Sattler, Resident
March 14, 2001

200A. The focused surveys conducted by Dudek & Associates and the most recently
conducted surveys are included within the Appendix to Volume IV, Revised
Biological Resources Section.  These surveys have been conducted according to
resource agency protocol and/or industry standards during the most appropriate
time periods to observe the special status species, if present onsite.

200B. CEQA does not require a separate evaluation of biological resource impacts on
public lands. The findings in this documents relative to biological resource issues
are consistent with the Significance Thresholds established for this project by the
City.  The cumulative impact evaluation extended through the Palos Verdes area.
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200C. The Long Point Habitat and Conservation Program (LPHCP), which is incorporated
into the Applicant’s Permit Documentation package (June 23, 2000), is a part of the
public record for the Project and is available for review at the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes.  The June 23, 2000 LPHCP was summarized in the Draft EIR and does not
have to be “approved” for the Draft EIR to use to the information in the development
of an appropriate mitigation strategy that would mitigate impacts to a level of less
than significant for CEQA.  Further, since the Draft EIR was completed, the LPHCP
has been updated (June 27, 2001).  The biological resources analysis has been
revised to reflect the updated LPHCP ( refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological
Resources Section).  Also, the updated LPHCP is included in the Appendix to
Volume IV.

Please note that the LPHCP will be finalized at some time and must be approved
by the USFWS.  The proposed Project will need the approval of the USFWS if the
project would directly impact coastal sage scrub and/or the gnatcatcher.  The
LPHCP can be modified by the USFWS to reflect the resource agencies’ requests
for additional/modified Mitigation Measures.  However, any substantial changes to
the LPHCP must also be approved by the City to ensure that the identified biological
impacts that were deemed significant in the Draft EIR are fully mitigated by any
revised version of the LPHCP.

200D. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

200E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 17F.

Response to Comment No. 201
Barbara Sattler, Resident
April 6, 2001

201A. The Water Quality Management Plan and the Hydrology and Water Quality
Technical Appendix which contain more detail on the proposed water quality
management plan, including BMPs, are available for review at the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes City Hall. 

As discussed in Section 5.6, Hydrology and Drainage, it was determined that the
current Water Quality Management Plan did not meet the SUSMP requirements for
the design of several Standard BMPs.  Mitigation has been specified which requires
that, prior to Grading Permit issuance, the Applicant prepare, to the satisfaction of
the Public Works Director, a Water Quality Management Plan, which includes Best
Management Practices (BMPs), Structural Measures, and Adaptive Management,
under the guidelines in Development Planning for Storm Water Management- A
Manual for the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) prepared by
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works dated May 2000.  (The SUSMP
is a new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
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requirement for Los Angeles County.)  The mitigation also requires that the Water
Quality Management Plan be revised to include additional Standard BMPs.

Additionally, it should be noted that an Erosion Control Plan will be prepared for
review and approval by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes prior to Grading Permit
issuance.

201B. The outfall structures (i.e., impact stilling basins) essentially consist of large grouted
rock pads that are intended to dissipate energy.  For aesthetic purposes, the rock
pads could be covered with beach sand to minimize aesthetic impacts.  It is likely
that the structures would have to be re-covered periodically.  The stilling basins
would not be designed to hold water, but rather to provide erosion protection for the
beach during high flow storm events.  However, as previously noted, the elevations,
design, and types of the outfall structures would be determined during the design
phase of the Project.  The proposed water quality BMPs on-site are expected help
minimize impacts to human health and safety and marine life.  

201C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 201B.

201D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54J.

As noted in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Drainage, the proposed
Project would significantly alter the drainage patterns on the RHA which could be
considered potentially significant to erosion potential.  However, the Project
proposes design features (i.e., proper bluff drainage and impact basin installation
which would likely improve bluff stability and curb bluff erosion).  The proposed
Project would also slightly increase the amount of runoff leaving the site.  However,
because the downstream receiving water is the ocean, and because adequate
outlet structures have been proposed, the increase in runoff is negligible and would
not result in increased downstream flooding on- or off-site.

The five-year marine biological monitoring program proposed in the EIR is designed
to ensure that source controls and BMPs within the Project design features and
visitor use management strategies are satisfactorily protecting the beneficial uses
of the receiving waters and shoreline marine life.   A five-year sampling program
would provide an adequate time series of events to evaluate inter-annual variation.
Likewise, quarterly monitoring is proposed to evaluate seasonal effects (spring,
summer, fall, and winter) and would also be useful in evaluating stormwater effects
during the winter season (all runoff during the dry season would be diverted to the
Sanitation system).   
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The adequacy of the monitoring program  is equally dependent upon proper
sampling design, selection of control (reference) and treatment (Long
Point/Fisherman Cove) sites, and adequate sampling replication by qualified marine
biologists to ensure that statistically reliable results can be obtained.  The
monitoring program that would be implemented would be standardized with other
state-wide monitoring programs used by resource agencies such as the California
Department of Fish and Game, Minerals Management Service, and local
universities (UCLA, UC Santa Barbara, UC Irvine). 

Therefore, the 5-year, quarterly monitoring program is considered sufficient to
detect any adverse impacts on shoreline marine biological resources.

The monitoring program results would be evaluated on a yearly basis to ensure that
any warning signs of degradation can be immediately addressed and Resort
operations reviewed to determine if the Resort is the cause of any adverse impacts.
Changes can subsequently be made to Resort operations or visitor use policies for
the tide pools.  At the end of the 5th year, the monitoring program results would be
analyzed to make a final determination if the Resort management plans have been
effective in preventing marine life degradation.   If the results indicate that there was
no significant marine life degradation attributable to the Resort operations, then the
monitoring program, with the approval of the wildlife and resource agencies would
be discontinued.  The final decision to end or continue the monitoring program after
five years would be the decision of the resource agencies. 

Response to Comment No. 202 
Ken and Seta Saunders, Residents
April 4, 2001

202A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 203 
Monica Saunders, Resident
April 2, 2001

203A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 204 
Stephanie Saunders, Resident
April 3, 2001

204A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 205 
Laura Allman Schenasi, Resident
March 29, 2001

205A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 206 
John A. & Victoria V. Schoenfeld, Residents
March 9, 2001

206A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 207 
Mary Jane Schoenheider, Resident
March 3, 2001

207A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 208 
Ann Shaw, Resident
March 13, 2001

208A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 78B.

208B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

208C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B and 54C.

208D. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 209 
Ann Shaw, Resident
March 30, 2001

209A. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasible attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  In compliance with this Section of the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, describes a
range of alternatives and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives and
the proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project Description.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1C.

Response to Comment No. 210 
Jerry Shurm, Resident
March 9, 2001

210A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 211 
Maria Spitz, Resident
March 9, 2001

211A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 212
Gary and Pam Stahl, Residents
April 1, 2001

212A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 213 
Arlene & Jim Stansfield, Residents
March 24, 2001

213A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 214 
Mr. & Mrs. Neil Stefanides, Residents
March 12, 2001

214A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 215 
Debby Stegura, Resident
March 28, 2001

215A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 216 
Glen L. Steiger, Resident
March 7, 2001

216A. It should be noted that neither Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, or Section 7.0,
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, include a projection of traffic associated with
the former Marineland Aquatic Park.  Further, the EIR does not make the claim that
when compared to Marineland traffic, the proposed Project’s traffic would be similar.

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Section 7.0,
Alternatives to The Proposed Project, evaluates the comparative merits of the
Alternatives and the proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project
Description.  Therefore, a comparative analysis of Alternative 7.2 and “Marineland
in its prime” is not required under CEQA.

 
Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W and 106B.
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Response to Comment No. 217 
Glen L. Steiger, Resident
March 10, 2001

217A. The commentor accurately notes that the cut and fill is stated on two Pages in the
Draft EIR: Page 3-30 and Page 5.8-21.  The correct grading quantities are those
noted on Page 3-30.  The grading quantities noted on Page 5.8-21 are an
inadvertent error.  As a result, Page 5.8-21 of the Final EIR text has been revised
in the Final EIR as follows:

Earthwork would result in approximately 550,000  cubic yards of cut
and 500,000  cubic yards of fill.

217B. Page 3-31 of the Final EIR text is revised in the Draft EIR as follows:

According to the Grading Plan (October 2, 2000) for the UPVA, a total of
139,080 cubic yards (CY) of cut and 131,940 CY of fill are proposed.

  Based on these estimates, and in consideration for the
five percent shrinkage factor, grading would be balanced on-site.

217C. Refer to Response to Comment No. 217A.

217D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 217A.

217E. The commentor’s question is unclear.  Cut and fill quantities are typically expressed
in the context of construction quantities.  The mitigation identified in Section 5.8 of
the Draft EIR, Marine Resources, would not affect the quantities.

Response to Comment No. 218
Glen L. Steiger, Resident
March 13, 2001

218A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 5I.

218B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 54C.

Response to Comment No. 219 
Glen Steiger, Resident
March 29, 2001

219A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11W.
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Response to Comment No. 220 
Glen Steiger, Resident
April 4, 2001

220A. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11W.

220B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.

Response to Comment No. 221
Glen Steiger, Resident
April 5, 2001

221A. Section 3.0, Project Description, of this EIR, provides a detailed discussion on the
practice facility.  As the practice facility has been identified in Section 3.0 as a
Project component, its impacts have been evaluated throughout Section 5.0,
Description of Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Therefore,
a separate statement of its impact on the environment is not necessary.

Response to Comment No. 222 
Glen Steiger, Resident
SOC II
April 6, 2001

222A. Section 2.1, Project Summary, of this EIR, provides a detailed discussion of the land
use districts.  Portions of the conservation district, (i.e. the westerly bluffs and
shoreline below the Resort Hotel) are not included in the “entitled Property
Ownership” listed  in Section 3-1, Project Location and Setting, as these areas are
(RM-1), Resource Management Districts.

Response to Comment No. 223 
Patricia Stenchjem, Resident
April 1, 2001

223A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 224 
Douglas W. Stern, Resident
March 8, 2001

224A. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish & Game
March 1, 2001 letter referenced in this comment is included as Comment Letter No.
24.  Therefore, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 24A through 24G.

Response to Comment No. 225 
Annette and Brent Stevens, Residents
March 12, 2001

225A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 226 
Ivan K. Stevenson, Resident
March 27, 2001

226A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54M and 72D.

This letter does not comment on the Draft EIR, rather requests a copy of the
document.  The City of Rancho Palos Verdes made a Draft EIR available to Mr.
Stevenson on March 21, 2001.  

Response to Comment No. 227 
Ivan Stevenson, Resident
April 6, 2001

227A. The Draft EIR included a total of 68 exhibits.  A visual simulation is not missing from
the Draft EIR.  Exhibit 5.1-5, Key Map for Photo Simulations, was incorrectly
numbered, inadvertently omitting Photo Simulation #11.  Therefore, Exhibit 5.1-5 of
the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect this correction and Exhibit
5.1-16, Photo Simulation 11, has been included in the Final EIR.  Additionally, Page
5.1-22 of the Draft EIR text is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Implementation of the proposed Project would permanently alter the nature
and appearance of the UPVA from predominately undeveloped land to a golf
course and practice facility (refer to Exhibit 5.1-14, Photo Simulation 9,
Exhibit 5.1-15, Photo Simulation 10, and Exhibit 5.1-17 , Photo Simulation
12 ).  
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227B. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54A.

227C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 227A and 227B.

227D. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227E. Refer to Response to Comment No 227B.

227F. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227G. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1T and 18I-15.

227H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 74A.

227I. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O and 64A.  Comments are noted and will
be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227J. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 64A, 84A, 54O, 86C, and 77E.  

The surrounding cities received a copy of the Notice of Preparation and the Draft
EIR and were notified of the public review period.  In compliance with CEQA
Guidelines, these cities along with the public at large, were given ample opportunity
to comment on the proposed Project.  The City of Palos Verdes Estates’ comments
are included as Comment Letter Nos. 3, 4 and 297.  

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227K. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1U and 115B. 

It should be noted that the EIR analysis has not been slanted as implied by the
commentator and, contrary to the commentator’s insinuations, the EIR has been
prepared by a consultant hired by the City not the developer.  

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227L. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18J, 96B and 100A.

227M. Section 5.3-2 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources, provides a detailed discussion
on biological impacts associated with the proposed Project.  Additionally, refer to
Response to Comment Nos. 81A, 1T, 18I-15. 

Indirect impacts are those related to disturbance by construction (such as noise,
dust, and urban pollutants) and long-term use of the Project site and its effect on the
adjacent habitat areas.  The indirect impact discussion below includes a general
assessment of the potential indirect affects (noise, dust and urban pollutants,
lighting, human activity, and non-native species introduction), of the construction
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and operation of the UPVA and RHA.  Particular focus is placed on the indirect
effects on the natural open space area on the UPVA and RHA, collectively referred
to as edge effects.

Edge effects occur where development, including roads, takes place adjacent to
natural open space areas.  Edge effects threaten the ecological integrity,
recreational experience, aesthetic quality, public investment, and safety operations
of preserved natural areas.  When development is configured in a manner that
creates a high ratio of development edge to natural open space, there is an
increase in the potential impacts caused by human use (indirect impacts).  These
indirect effects that address both the short-term construction and long-term use of
the Project site are outlined below.

The increase in human activity (i.e., noise, foot traffic) would increase the
disturbance of natural open space remaining on or adjacent to the UPVA and RHA.
Human disturbance could disrupt normal foraging and breeding behavior of wildlife
remaining in these and adjacent areas diminishing the value of these preserved
open space habitat areas.

In addition, a detailed discussion regarding impacts to marine resources is provided
in Section 5.8-2, of the Draft EIR, Marine Resources.  As stated in this section,
operation of the Long Point Resort Project has the potential to result in long term
effects that could impact marine biological resources. Because the Project
incorporates a long-term Runoff Management Plan/Water Quality Management Plan
as a Project Design Feature, long term water quality impacts would be minimized.
Remaining impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with
incorporation of the specified Mitigation Measures and compliance with State,
County, and City Development Code requirements. 

227N. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18I-15, 11R, 55A, and 227M.  Comments are
noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  In addition, refer
to Exhibit 5.5-2, of the Final EIR, Upper Point Vicente Area Geologic Map, for
locations of exploratory borings.

227O. As stated in Section 5.8, of the Draft EIR, Marine Resources, Coastal Resources
Management conducted site-specific surveys of the rocky intertidal resources at
Long Point and Fisherman’s Cove on March 27 and March 28, 1998.  The objective
of the surveys was to inventory the habitat types and the assemblages of plants and
animals which could be potentially affected by construction, development, or
increased public access within the RHA.  Additional marine biological surveys are
specified as mitigation for a five-year period to ensure that the area's shoreline
marine biological resources are not degraded from the operation of the Long Point
Resort. 
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Section 5.8-3, of the Draft EIR, Marine Resources, provides a detailed discussion
on the biological impacts to marine resources associated with visitor use.  As stated
in this Section, over 100 species of plants, invertebrates, and fishes have been
documented within the tide pools along the Rancho Palos Verdes shoreline.
Increased use of the tide pools by nature enthusiasts, fishermen, and potential
poachers, could conceivably create additional pressures on the rocky intertidal and
shallow subtidal habitats.  This could contribute to long-term habitat degradation
and reduction in rocky intertidal biodiversity through:

• The taking (collecting) of the larger, more conspicuous invertebrates (i.e.,
chitons, mussels, turban snails, sea stars, and wavy top snails); 

• Trampling and smothering of turf-forming algae (i.e., Gelidium/Corallina
complexes) and small, delicate upright species of algae (i.e., Gigartina,
Rhodymenia, Callophyllis); colonial invertebrates (i.e., reef building worms,
clonal anemones, and mussels) and inconspicuous soft-bodied invertebrates
(anemones, sea hares, nudibranchs, sponges, and tunicates); and 

• Increased fishing pressure on reef-associated species such as opaleye
perch and kelp bass.

Without a visitor use plan, the potential impacts from increased visitor use would be
a significant and long-term reduction in the value of the intertidal habitat.  Intertidal
marine resources in southern California are in a steady state of deterioration
because of unmanaged or under-managed policies which regulate these areas. 

Increased visitor use of the Long Point and Fisherman Cove shoreline could
potentially result in an adverse, significant impact on rocky intertidal habitat and
organisms.  The Long Point and Fisherman's Cove rocky intertidal habitat could be
degraded as a result of the  development of the Long Point Resort.  Of the two
regions, the most accessible to the general public and the one that has a higher
species richness and diversity is Fisherman's Cove. The primary periods of
increased visitor use would be from Memorial Day to Labor Day and during low tide
between November and February.  Visitors would access the shoreline from access
paths to Long Point, and from the parking lot at Fisherman's Cove. Visitor activities
that would be expected along the shoreline include tide pooling, walking, sitting, and
collecting plants and animals.

The resulting impacts due to increased visitor intensity would be a significant and
long-term reduction in the value of the intertidal habitat.  Intertidal marine resources
in southern California are in a steady state of deterioration because of unmanaged
or under-managed policies which regulate these areas.  However, implementation
of the specified Mitigation Measures would reduce impacts associated with visitor
use to a less than significant level. 
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The EIR presented a thorough review of the potential effects of water runoff and
pollutants on marine life and presented Mitigation Measures to reduce the effects
of any potential effects.  Specifically, the implementation of the project's Runoff
Management Plan/Water Quality Management Plan, the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan,, Water Quality Management Plans and Stormwater Erosion
Control Plan would mitigate any potential adverse effects on marine life.  In addition,
a marine resources monitoring study would be implemented to follow-up and
determine if the implementation of these plans are effectively protecting marine
resources. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 5.8, no significant impacts are anticipated to birds
that use the shoreline.  Appropriate mitigation has been proposed to avoid
significant impacts of noise, traffic, water quality during construction and during the
operation of the Resort.  There are no populations of breeding seabirds or
shorebirds on the shoreline or on the bluffs above the shoreline that would be
affected by the Project.   Shorebirds and seabirds that visit the shoreline on a
seasonal basis below the Point to forage or roost do not spend their entire existence
at this site, and will on a regular basis, take flight to other areas of the Palos Verdes
shoreline and nearshore waters.   This factor, along with the Mitigation Measures
proposed to reduce impacts to shorelife would not result in a reduction of
biodiversity along the shoreline.

Sea lions and perhaps harbor seals would occasionally use the rocks at Long Point
as a haul-out area.  These individuals are usually found at the very tip of the Long
Point and not in the area where the construction is proposed, nor where the energy
dissipater pad is proposed.  Little, if any foot-traffic, truck traffic or other construction
activities would result in significantly higher dBA levels of noise on the shoreline
particularly at Long Point where wave energy itself is likely a source of much higher
noise levels than proposed construction noise on the bluffs above the intertidal
zone.  Lighting from the proposed Project would not be directed towards the
shoreline and therefore would not result in a significant impact on either birds or
marine mammals.    As described in Section 5.8, a marine biologist would be on-site
during any shoreline construction where proposed energy dissipaters would be
constructed  and would have the authority to temporarily halt construction if any
marine mammals are within 50 meters of the construction activity that could be
disturbed by construction activity.

In addition, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1T, 18I-16, 227M.  Comments are
noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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227P. Atmospheric factors affecting noise propagation would include not only wind but
also turbulence, temperature/humidity, temperature profile and rain.  During times
of shore breezes it is acknowledged that noise may travel further, however,
minimally.  Additionally, the conclusion of the noise analysis does not hinge on the
directions of the prevailing winds as the noise survey conducted established only
existing conditions.  Furthermore, a noise model was run for future with project
conditions.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 72D and 86B.  Comments are noted and will
be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227Q. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  Additionally, refer to
Response to Comment No. 138C.

227R. Section 5.10-4, of the Draft EIR, Public Health and Safety, provides a detailed
discussion on emergency evacuation routes.  As stated in this Section, the General
Plan indicates two streets located adjacent to the Project area as disaster routes:
Palos Verdes Drive South and Hawthorne Boulevard.  Modifications to Hawthorne
Boulevard are not included as part of the proposed Project.  However, Project
implementation would involve modifications to Palos Verdes Drive South including
the following:

• Access to the resort hotel is proposed via Palos Verdes Drive South at the
existing access to the former Marineland project, opposite Crestmont Lane.
A 4-lane divided entry is proposed to allow right and left turns onto Palos
Verdes Drive South and allow right and left turns into the resort hotel.

• Access to the practice facility is proposed off of Palos Verdes Drive West
adjacent to an existing emergency access roadway to the Villa Capri
townhouse development.

• Access to the golf maintenance facility is proposed from Palos Verdes Drive
South via the alignment of an existing unpaved dirt road.  

• One golf cart tunnel crossing is proposed under Palos Verdes Drive South
which would connect the RHA with UPVA by a tunnel system under Palos
Verdes Drive South.  

It is anticipated that traffic flow would be temporarily impacted during construction
of these proposed improvements.  However, Project compliance with City
Development Code 12.04.040, Section 128, would be required.  This Section of the
Code specifically states the following with respect to street construction:
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“Any-person engaged in performing work regulated by this Chapter
which interferes with or endangers the safe movement of traffic shall
have the work safeguarded by adequate warning signs, barricades,
lights and devices. He shall be responsible for placing and
maintaining adequate warning signs, lights, barricades and devices
during all periods of his activity in order to promote the safe
movement of traffic including but not limited to periods of twilight, fog
and/or rain. All warning signs, barriers, barricades, flags, and other
devices shall comply with or exceed the standards required in the
Vehicle Code. Traffic controls throughout permit construction shall
conform to the current State of California "Manual of Warning Signs,
Lights and Devices for Use in Performance of Work Upon Highways.”

Impacts associated with the Emergency Response Plan would be considered as
less than significant after compliance with the Development Code.

Further, it should be noted that the proposed Project is limiting development and
improvements to the UPVA and RHA.  The proposed access improvements are
being designed to facilitate adequate traffic movement for peak hour conditions
which would also ensure adequate emergency condition vehicular movement from
the Hotel site and along the adjacent roadway network.  Therefore, it is anticipated
that the Project would not have a significant impact relative to the implementation
or interference with emergency response/evacuation plans. 

According to Attachment 2, Threat Summary 3, Map of Evacuation Routes, of the
MHFP, there are no areas depicted as evacuation routes in the immediate Project
area.  Therefore, a significant impact would not occur in this regard.  Comments are
noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

227S. Refer to Response to comment 77D.  Additionally, as noted in Section 5.10, Public
Health and Safety, implementation of the proposed Project may create a significant
hazard to the public and the environment through the disposal of hazardous
materials.  Several areas of concern were documented during the site inspections
on March 2, 1998 and September 6, 2000.  These are illustrated on Exhibit 5.10-1,
Areas of Concern.  Additionally, review of available environmental documentation
and interviews indicate that previous uses within the Project site may have resulted
in potential adverse environmental conditions.  Specific uses include military use,
some of the former Marineland structures, and the agricultural operations.  Impacts
associated with the site conditions and the historical use of the Project site are
considered significant unless mitigated.  Impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels with implementation of the specified Mitigation Measures.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-206

227T. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasible attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  In compliance with this Section of the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, Alternatives to The Proposed Project, describes a
range of alternatives and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives and
the proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project Description.  A residential
development would not be reasonable since the RHA is designated Commercial
Recreational on Figure 16, Commercial Activity, of the General Plan Urban
Environment Element.  Additionally, a residential development would not meet the
basic project objectives as identified in Section 3.4, Project Objectives.  Comments
are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that “the EIR shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed Project. . . .  If an alternative would cause one or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  In compliance with
this Section of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 7.0, along with the Exhibits contained
therein, has provided sufficient information and an adequate level of detail about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed Project.

227U. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 228 
William A. Tolliffe, Resident
March 14, 2001

228A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17E, 24D, 96C and 134C.

228B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1I.

228C. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54J and 201D.

228D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

228E. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O and 99A.  Additionally, it should be noted
that the undercrossing’s design would be subject to review and approval as part of
the City’s engineering plan review process.  As a result, impacts associated with the
undercrossing would be considered as less than significant.
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As noted in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR, Public Services and Utilities, analysis has
concluded that Project implementation would not result in significant impacts to
public utilities.  The potential impacts are summarized as follows:

Wastewater (Sewer):  Project implementation would generate additional wastewater
beyond current conditions and would require an incremental expansion of the
existing sewerage system.  With payment of appropriate connection fees impacts
to wastewater systems and facilities would be considered as less than significant.
Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 10B.

Water:  Project implementation would increase the demand for water beyond
current conditions requiring the expansion of existing facilities.  Analysis has
concluded that a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Electric/Gas/Telephone:  Project implementation would result in an increase in the
demand for electrical, gas, and telephone service beyond existing conditions and
would require expansion of the existing systems.  Analysis has concluded that
impacts would be less than significant.

228F. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5D, 134C and 174C.

228G. The following are responses to specific questions referenced in the Appendix to the
comment letter:

(1) Of the 168.4 acres on the Project site, only 28.12 acre represent native
habitat for wildlife. The mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR  would provide
for the creation of 16.80 acres of new coastal sage scrub habitat area within
the UPVA Conservation Planning Area and Recreation Area.  This,
combined with the 14.63 acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat, the
4.44 acres of coastal bluff scrub habitat, and the 3.87 acres of rocky
shore/coastal bluff habitat that would be retained, would result in the
protection and creation of a total of 39.74 acres of coastal sage scrub,
coastal bluff scrub, and rocky shore/coastal bluff habitat.

(2) Wildlife are expected to return to the site immediately after the installation
of the mitigation area.  However, this use is expected to be limited in the
beginning of the establishment program, with potential foraging activities
within the native plants and seedlings that are established.  It is expected,
and documented from other mitigation sites, that these areas will be used in
greater frequency as the plant material in this area matures. 

(3) Monitoring costs for a qualified restoration ecologist to monitor the
restoration process for five years is estimated at $60,000.  This figure can
change based on the final restoration program approved by the resource
agencies. 
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228H. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54J, 55A and 201D.  

The Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Appendix (available at the City Hall)
describes the expected relative percentage of impervious area for each land use
type (Section 4.1).  For the analysis, natural areas were assumed to have 0%
impervious, the golf course (includes holes and cart paths) was assumed to have
a 10% impervious ratio, the residential areas are expected to have an impervious
percentage of 42%, and proposed buildings and parking lots were assumed to have
100% impervious ratio.  As described in the Technical Appendix, the watershed is
comprised of Altamont Clay Loam (per the LA County Hydrology Manual) which has
a high runoff potential.  The  large slopes (average of over 10% in the natural
condition) in combination with the Clay Loam produce a high runoff in the natural
condition.  Therefore, infiltration rates in areas not covered by impervious areas are
expected to be similar to the natural (see comparison of runoff in Section 5.6 of the
Draft EIR).  

The precise amount of runoff that would be produced from the golf course cannot
be quantified since the amount of runoff would be directly correlated to the irrigation
practices used by the golf course operator.  As stated in the Section 5.6 of the Draft
EIR, the golf course would utilize a state-of-the-art irrigation system which is
designed to minimize nuisance runoff from the golf course.  The irrigation runoff
from the golf course would be monitored as part of the proposed Adaptive
Management Plan.  The Adaptive Management Plan would recommend changes
in irrigation practices if nuisance runoff is excessive.

Expected runoff to Rancho Palos Verdes Drive South is listed in Table 5.6-5 in the
Draft EIR.  The runoff would be conveyed in culverts as approved by the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes during the design phase of the Project.  Debris basins would
be cleaned out by either the City or the Golf Course Operator on a schedule
determined by the City.

228I. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 78B.

Further, it should be noted that lighting and gating of the tunnel would be required
by the City as safety measures.  The exact specifications of the lighting and gating
would be determined by the City at the design stage of the tunnel.

228J. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O and 99A.

Section 5.11, Public Services and Utilities, identifies the locations of the existing
utilities.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-209

Response to Comment No. 229 
Mike Tom, Resident
April 6, 2001

229A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 230 
Shelly Trainor, Resident
April 1, 2001

230A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 231 
U8 Angels Girls Softball Team, Residents
March 28, 2001

231A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 232 
Jennifer Uhe, Resident
March 25, 2001

232A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 233 
Leslie W. Vien, Resident
April 4, 2001

233A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 234 
Anita Vitro, Resident
February 27, 2001

234A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 235 
Arvid and Sue von Nordenflycht, Residents
April 1, 2001

235A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 236 
John & Marlis Wachli, Residents
March 10, 2001

236A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 237 
Thomas Edward Wall, Resident
March 29, 2001

237A. As discussed in Section 5.13, Recreation, the Project’s proposed trails network
would not conflict with the policies and recommendations identified in the General
Plan and Coastal Specific Plan, including those with respect to bicycle paths.
Analysis has concluded that the Project would be consistent with the
recommendations and a less than significant impact would occur.

237B. This commentor accurately notes that the traffic study follows the County of Los
Angeles traffic study guidelines and is intended to be consistent with traffic impact
analysis guidelines set forth in the Congestion Management Program (CMP)
prepared by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).
The City of Rancho Palos Verdes does not presently have traffic study guidelines
of their own, and therefore, use the County of Los Angeles Guidelines.  It is not
uncommon for Cities, such as the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, to utilize County
guidelines.  Further, these guidelines are considered adequate for the purpose of
conducting traffic studies.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-211

Response to Comment No. 238 
Clayton G. Wannamaker, Resident
April 4, 2001

238A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 239 
Janet L.B. Watters, Resident
March 30, 2001

239A These comments do not raise any new environmental issue. Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 240 
Jakob Wersching, Resident
March 9, 2001

240A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 241 
John Wessel, Resident
April 2, 2001

241A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 242 
Scott Wildman, Resident
April 3, 2001

242A. Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the proposed Project.  A softball field
has not been identified as a Project component.

Response to Comment No. 243 
Gregg and Jeanne Willard, Residents
March 28, 2001

243A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 244 
J. M. Woodcock, Resident
March 26, 2001

244A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos

Response to Comment No. 245 
Otis D Wright, II, Resident
April 4, 2001

245A. Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 246 
Scotty Wuerker, Resident
March 10, 2001

246A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 247 
Scotty Wuerker, Resident
SOC II Steering Committee
April 5, 2001

247A. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W and 209A.

247B. Refer to Response to Comment No. 1C.

247C. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the Project Description shall
contain “a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project”.  Further, “the
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project”.

247D. Refer to Response to Comment No. 26C.

247E. Refer to Response to Comment No. 11W.

247F. Table 5.12-14, Resort Hotel Area Parking Provisions, details the locations and
quantities of the proposed parking.  

As discussed in Section 5.12-4, Parking Capacity, the parking rate of 1.5 spaces per
room inherently includes employee parking.
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247G. Refer to Response to Comment No. 200C.

247H. Refer to Response to Comment No. 74A.

247I. The issue of insurance liability is not within the scope of CEQA.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

247J. Refer to Response Nos. 54D and 54K.

Further, it should be noted that Conditional Use Permits do not constitute a Zone
Change.  The proposed resort/conference hotel, golf course, driving range, and
related ancillary uses are legal permitted uses within their respective Districts by
conditional use permit.

247K. Refer to Response to Comment No. 115B.  Further, a Conditional Use Permit would
not permit “noncompliance” as noted in this comment. 

247L. Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.

247M. It should be noted that all of the letters, electronic mails, and comments submitted
at public hearings will form a part of the Final EIR and will be considered by the City
of Rancho Palo Verdes.  Also, Refer to Response to Comment No. 74A.

247N. This comment is noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment No. 248 
Akemichi Yamada, Resident
February 26, 2001

248A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Response to Comment No. 249 
Alice S. Young, Resident
March 10, 2001

249A. These comments do not raise a new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 250 
Douglas Young, Resident
April 1, 2001

250A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 251 
Jill Zachman, Resident
March 29, 2001

251A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 252 
Erika Zambello, Resident
March 26, 2001

252A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Response to Comment No. 253 
Elizabeth Zevin, Resident
March 26, 2001

253A. These comments do not raise any new environmental issue.  Comments are noted
and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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ORAL COMMENTS AT CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING OF MARCH 13, 2001

Comment No. 254
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner

254A. Vice Chairman Clark asked Mr. Lajoie to explain how the consultants derived the
alternatives to the proposed Project that were included in the Draft EIR.

Mr. Lajoie stated that CEQA Guidelines require a “No Project” alternative evaluation
with any EIR.  Additionally through the process of consultations with City staff and
review of the applicant’s development package, including possible design
modifications that the developer was considering, the other alternatives were
identified and incorporated into the Draft EIR.  Through the consultation process of
the Notice of Preparation further definition and decisions were made in terms of
alternatives to be reviewed.  He stated that alternatives in the document were
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 13A and 106A.

Comment No. 255
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner

255A. Vice Chairman Clark asked about the alternative that included the presumed use
of Coast Guard property.

Deputy Director Snow responded that the City had previously tried to initiate a
dialogue with the Coast Guard regarding the property.  No answers were
forthcoming, however.  With respect to the incorporation as an alternative, he
explained that there is no requirement for property owner authorization for inclusion
as an alternative for environmental analysis and comparative purposes only.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 23.

Comment No. 256
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner

256A. Vice Chairman Clark asked why an alternative to move city hall was not considered.
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Deputy Director Snow stated he did not know why it was not considered and noted
that the City Hall parcel was not part of the Project; but he indicated such an
alternative could be added and considered if the Commission directed.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), “only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be
considered for inclusion in the EIR”.  An alternative to move city hall was not
considered since would not serve to avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the Project.

Comment No. 257
Commissioner Vannorsdall 

257A. Commissioner Vannorsdall asked about the Coast Guard antennas on the property
and inquired whether they would be in the way of the proposed Project.

Deputy Director Snow responded that they are Coast Guard antennas and it was
staff’s understanding that they were still in use.  

Director/Secretary Rojas added that the issue of the antennas was one that the
applicant had taken into account, knowing that they may have to design a golf
course around the antennas.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 23A.

Comment No. 258
Commissioner Long 

258A. Commissioner Long stated that the proposed mitigation discussed in the Draft EIR
for the effect of cycling paths involved proposing joint use pedestrian and cycling
paths along Palos Verdes Drive South.  He asked if any consideration had been
given to the danger of having such joint use paths in the area, where in all likelihood
the bicycles would be traveling at a high speed and pedestrians perhaps should not
be on the same path.

Deputy Director Snow answered that was something that could be looked in and
responded to in the Final EIR. 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 136Q.
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Comment No. 259
Mike Mohler, Project Applicant

259A. Mr. Mohler addressed the question of the antennas.  He stated that the antennas
do not interfere with golf play, as the nearest one would be located behind one tee
proposed at the City Hall site.

Comment is noted.

259B. Mr. Mohler presented slides of the proposed Project.  He explained that prior to the
Draft EIR being developed, many discussions with Villa Capri and St. Paul’s
Lutheran Church had taken place.  He noted that there may have been a prior
commitment, which Destination Development Corporation had not been aware of,
that a driving range would not be installed adjacent to Villa Capri.  Therefore,
Destination Development Corporation supported Draft EIR alternative No. 5, which
located the practice facility on the resort hotel area.  Mr. Mohler discussed
jurisdictional waters in the biology section of the Draft EIR.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1B.  Additionally, refer to Comment No. 11
submitted by this commentor.

259C. Mr. Mohler stated that a wetland delineation had been commissioned, and should
wetlands be delineated they will be avoided in the plan.  

Refer to Volume IV, Revised Biological Resources Section, for a discussion of the
Wet

259D. Mr. Mohler discussed gnatcatchers on the city hall site and disputed the Draft EIR’s
discussion on the potential impact on the gnatcatcher.  

The proposed Project contains four known gnatcatchers pairs.  The approximate
center of each of the surveyed pairs observed territory is shown on the biological
resource impact map for the UPVA.  All four pairs were located within or
immediately adjacent (within 150-feet) to the impact area.  These pairs will be by the
proposed Project due to habitat loss and indirect effects of the proposed Project.

259E. Mr. Mohler disputed the discussion and encouraged the writers of the Draft EIR to
take a hard look at how additional fragmentation was framed.  He felt the Ocean
Trails project was an example of a golf course that was living in harmony with open
space.  He asked how the City assisted the Ocean Trails development with the
donation of lands to assist in outside mitigation.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1N.
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259F. Commissioner Paulson asked if the maintenance building would also be relocated
to Long Point property [as a part of Alternative 7.5]. 

Mr. Mohler did not feel it was necessary to relocate the maintenance building as it
would be located in an area that was not affecting Villa Capri or St. Paul’s.  He
added that what would be relocated was the driving range, all of the practice
facilities, and the cul-de-sac improvements.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1B.

Comment No. 260
Barbara Gleghorn, Resident
Representing SOC II

260A. Ms. Gleghorn presented an alternative concept for the improved care of the open
public land, which had previously been presented to the City Council on January 16,
2001.  The plan called for the preservation of the open space surrounding the City
Hall area, and other features.

 
Commissioner Paulson asked about differences in terminology used in letters and
correspondence received by the City.  He asked about open space and open space
with open access to the public.

Ms. Gleghorn stated her vision was that the use concept be turned over to the
Recreation and Parks Department and the Planning Department so that maximum
public input could be received and a decision be made on the particular points, or
any of the points raised by SOC II.  She stated that this was the people’s park and
they needed to have input.  However, the first and foremost requirement under the
SOC II proposal was to protect the habitat and wildlife, yet with public access
integrated.

Commissioner Long asked if she or SOC II noted specific areas where the Draft EIR
needed to look more closely at the impact that the development would have on the
City property.

Ms. Gleghorn answered that SOC II was quite concerned over some particulars of
the project in the Daft EIR.  She stated that many speakers at the meeting tonight
would be speaking to specific points in the Draft EIR, and that additional written
comments would likely be forthcoming.

Vice Chairman Clark asked Ms. Gleghorn if she had any specific comments
regarding the alternatives listed in the Draft EIR under Sections 7-8 and 7-9.  Ms.
Gleghorn responded that she did not have any specific comments at this time.
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Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the City
for consideration.

Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 102 through 105 submitted by this commentor.

Comment No. 261
Jim Knight, Resident
Representing SOC II

261A. Mr. Knight completed the SOC II presentation with slides showing SOC II’s
concepts of an extension or enhancement of the Point Vicente Park that would
make the area more accessible to the public.  He discussed the many benefits to
the City that this plan would present.

Commissioner Cartwright asked Mr. Knight if he had taken an opportunity to look
at the Point Vicente enhancement alternative in the Draft EIR and if he had was he
in agreement with the impacts as described.

Mr. Knight answered that he had looked at it and did not feel that it flushed out all
of the benefits available. 

Commissioner Cartwright stated that the report characterizes 13 different impacts
and asked Mr. Knight if he was in agreement that these were the impacts and did
he have any further suggestions for the Draft EIR. 

Mr. Knight stated that he did have comments but he would wait until his public
comment section to address those issues.

Commissioner Long was interested as to what SOC II might see as possible areas
for active recreation uses.

Mr. Knight answered that there is a large level section next to city hall and one to
the east that would remain grassy areas for active recreational use.

Commissioner Mueller asked how the SOC II proposed trails network compared to
that of the Long Point projects plan. 

Mr. Knight stated that the SOC II proposal only addresses the upper portion of the
overall site.  He stated that he has not seen in the Long Point proposal any
handicap access. 
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Vice Chairman Clark asked Mr. Knight if he was against a general plan change to
allow a more formalized active recreation. 

Mr. Knight stated that the SOC II proposal was not changing any use of the park,
only enhancing it.

Commissioner Paulson stated that he interpreted Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR to say
that if the SOC II alternative were adopted then the entire development would not
take place.

Rita Garcia of RBF Consulting answered that a combination of alternatives would
result, and that further clarification of this possibility will be incorporated into the
Final EIR.  

Commissioner Long stated that he would be interested in seeing the EIR
incorporate the impact of losing the active recreation areas or potential active use
areas in the upper Point Vicente area.

Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the City
for consideration.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1G.  Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 134,
135, and 136 submitted by this commentor.

Comment No. 262
George Gleghorn, Resident

262A. Mr. Gleghorn stated that he would address Section 7.2 (the No Project Alternative)
of the Draft EIR.  He felt that it was a misnomer to call the section “no project
alternative”.  He reviewed the alternative and felt that the term “more intensive
development” used in the alternative required definition.  Mr. Gleghorn displayed a
table comparing the current proposal and the proposal in Section 7.2.  He felt the
Draft EIR should be more explicit so that comparisons could be made on each of
the environmental impact subjects.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W and 106A.  Additionally, refer to
Comment Nos. 106 and 107 submitted by this commentor. 

262B. Regarding the conclusion in the Draft EIR on air quality, Mr. Gleghorn felt there
should be quantitative data to support the conclusion.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 11W. 
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262C. Mr. Gleghorn did not feel there was any basis for the statement in the Draft EIR that
the existing entitlements would expose a slightly greater number of people and
structures to potential adverse effects relating to geology/soils and asked for backup
with quantitative data.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 11W. 

262D. Mr. Gleghorn discussed traffic and circulation and again asked for quantitative data
to backup the conclusions made in the Draft EIR.  He felt that the Draft EIR was
wrong or contradicted itself in many areas.  He felt it was biased toward the
development of the project and seriously flawed.    

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W and 216A.

Comment No. 263
Lois Larue, Resident

263A. Ms. Larue discussed the previous Long Point approvals and her appeal to the
Coastal Commission of the original Long Point project.

Comment is noted. 

Comment No. 264
Paul Payne, Resident

264A. Mr. Payne thanked Mr. Mohler for his commitment to remove the driving range from
behind the townhomes.  He stated that he had additional concerns regarding noise,
security, and errant golf balls which he felt the developer could address.  He asked
that the Planning Commission pay close and particular attention to concerns relating
to hydrology, preservation of native habitat, and the use of public land for private
development.  He stated that the HOA would like to see the plan move forward.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1B, 1B, 18D, 18I, 50B, 54M, and 54N.
Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 172, 173, 174, and 175 submitted by this
commentor.
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Comment No. 265
Jim Hathaway, Resident

265A. Mr Hathaway objected to the use of city land for a private resort.   He questioned
how the Draft EIR could mitigate all of the potential problems created by the
development.

Refer to Response to Comment 18D.

Not all of the impacts associated with the proposed Project were anticipated to be
reduced to a level of less than significant.  As stated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, the
following air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable following
mitigation:

• NOX and PM10 fugitive dust emissions from construction activities;

• ROG, CO, PM10, NOX emissions from project operations;

• Cumulative development would also result in significant and unavoidable
impacts to regional air quality levels of ROG, NOX, CO and PM10.

The increase in the severity of the existing air quality violations would make the
proposed development inconsistent with one of the two indicators of consistency.
Project implementation would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect
to consistency with the AQMP.

If the City of Rancho Palos Verdes approves the Project, the City shall be required
to cite their findings in accordance with Section 15091 of CEQA and prepare a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with Section 15093 of CEQA.

Comment No. 266
Bob Nelson, Resident
Representing Seabluff HOA

266A. Mr. Nelson stated that the HOA had unanimously voted to support the project in all
ways possible.  He felt that benefits in Draft EIR were:  1) an 80% increase in native
habitat; 2) Eleven miles of new, accessible trails along currently inaccessible cliffs;
3) The demise of the Marineland parking lot; 4) Significantly cleaner runoff once the
area is changed into a golf course; 5) New parks along the ocean side of Palos
Verdes Drive; and 6) Beautification of Marineland as well as the back of the city hall
area.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Comment No. 267
Vic Quirarte, Resident

267A. Mr. Quirarte stated that the majority of residents did not want to see development
on the City property.  He was concerned with removal of the natural habitat and
wildlife.  He discussed errant golf balls at the church and Villa Capri area.  He stated
that screens would be required which would obstruct views.  He objected to the
statement that 50 percent of the tee times at the golf course would be blocked off
for customers of the Long Point Resort.  He did not think this was in keeping with
public accessibility to the golf course.  

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 187B.  Additionally, refer to
Comment Nos.  186, 187, 188 and 189 submitted by this commentor.

267B. Regarding runoff, he stated that chemicals involved in maintaining greens at golf
course would be far worse than anything currently involved in the runoff. 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1T, 11S, and 54J and 228H.

Comment No. 268
Norma Knowles, Resident

268A. Ms. Knowles stated that the hotel was something the area has long needed.  She
did not feel there were enough public golf courses available for the growing demand
of golfers.  She noted there would be many trails open for joggers and walkers that
are currently not available.  Ms. Knowles reviewed the Deed of Trust granted by the
Federal Government and felt that the development was in accordance with the spirit
of the Deed of Trust. 

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Comment No. 269
Joseph Picarelli, Resident

269A. Mr. Picarelli stated that the church council had unanimously voted to support the
Point Vicente Park enhancement alternative.  He stated that there was a
tremendous amount of concern regarding errant golf balls which he did not feel
could be satisfactorily mitigated as well as the disruption of Sunday worship
services and other church functions.

Refer to Response to Comment 17F, 50B, 54M, 72D, and 78B.  Additionally, refer
to the Response to Comment No. 179 submitted by this commentor.

Comment No. 270
Angie Papadakis, Resident

270A. Ms. Papadakis felt the environmental impact of the project was that the project
would beautify the area.  She felt Rancho Palos Verdes needed a hotel.  She did
not think the hotel and golf area would cause any significant environmental impact,
as Marineland had previously occupied the site.  She noted the trade off made
available in that there would be private land that is presently closed to the public
that would be open to the public through trails.     

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 271
Jim Knight, Resident

271A. Mr. Knight stated that the Draft EIR bases it’s figures, impacts, and mitigation on
acreage that includes City owned land that the developer does not own or have
control over, or even know if it will be included in the project.  He felt the proper
scope of the project should be based on private property excluding public lands.
He disputed the statement in the Draft EIR which said the project increases the
quantity of habitat.  He pointed out that quantity has nothing to do with quality.  He
mentioned concern regarding water quality in natural drainage areas and potential
impacts to habitat on upper Point Vicente.   

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D, 18I-9, 18I-15, 25B, 25D, 105B, 134C,
136Q and 201A.  Additionally, refer to Comment Nos.  134, 135, and 136 submitted
by this commentor.



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194 July 9, 200114-225

Comment No. 272
Todd Anderson, Resident

272A. Mr. Anderson stated he was speaking on behalf of the Girls Softball League on the
Palos Verdes Peninsula.  He felt there was a tremendous opportunity to expand the
development to include additional softball fields on the lower Point Vicente property.
He stated that this was addressed in the Draft EIR Section 7.4 Relocated Practice
Facility Alternative - Option “A”.  He felt this option was consistent and compatible
with the City’s intent to open and expand the Interpretive Center, as they could have
shared parking and restroom facilities.  It was also consistent with the intended use
as seen by the Coastal Commission and a use with was very much needed on the
peninsula.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Refer to Response to Comment No. 15A.   Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 36
and 37 submitted by this commentor.

Comment No. 273
Rowland Driskell, Resident

273A. Mr. Driskell indicated that a petition had circulated among the homeowners at Villa
Capri regarding the SOC II proposal and he displayed a chart showing the vast
majority of residents who were in favor of the SOC II proposal.  He was very
concerned with the water issues involved with the golf course project and noted that
the golf course would tremendously increase the water use.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18I-15, 71D, 201D and 228E.  Additionally,
refer to Comment Nos. 70 through 85 submitted by this commentor.

273B. Mr. Driskell felt the gnatcatcher habitat would be in danger from errant golf balls. 
The errant golf balls that may be lost in the coastal sage scrub habitat would not,
in and of themselves, pose a threat to the gnatcatcher onsite. However, golfers
entering the native habitat areas to retrieve errant golf balls has been identified as
an issue on Page 5.3-61. Mitigation to address potential indirect impacts to native
habitat types and special status plant and wildlife species by the proposed golf
course uses are identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-2a, 5.3-2c through e, and 5.3-
2g.  Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential disturbance of
the golf course activities to less than significant.

273C. Mr. Driskell noted that the tranquility of the surrounding neighbors would be lost due
golf activity all day every day.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54M and 72D.  Comments are noted and will
be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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273D. Mr. Driskell felt the Draft EIR did not sufficiently address the traffic, noise and air
quality issues involved with the proposed Project.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3A, 26A, 64A, 54M, 72D, 18J, 96B, 112A.

273E. Mr. Driskell felt the project was not safe for the owners at Villa Capri and questioned
who would pay for the broken windows and doors and injuries.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

273F. Mr. Driskell felt the wildlife could not co-exist with the golf course.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 227A.  

273G Mr. Driskell stated that he would like to see the resort built, but only on private
property.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 274
Ian MacDonald, Resident

274A. Mr. MacDonald stated that he was a member of the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land
Conservancy and was in agreement with the Long Point resort as proposed by the
developer.  He felt the Draft EIR was well thought out and he favored development
at the site.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 275
Bruce McGowan, Resident

275A. Mr. McGowan stated that he was in favor of the development and felt the Draft EIR
clearly showed there was a massive increase in the public ability to enjoy both the
former Marineland site and the City land.  

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
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Comment No. 276
David Tomblin, Resident

276A. Mr. Tomblin felt that it would be detrimental to the City if the site were not
developed.  He felt a joint venture of this magnitude would allow all residents to use
the City property.  He felt that the EIR should address impacts to recreation which
would be avoided by the project, in that there would be positive recreational
impacts.  

Impacts to recreation are addressed in Section 5.13, Recreation.  Additionally, refer
to Response to Comment Nos. 5I and 17F.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 277
Dena Friedson, Resident
Representing SOC II

277A. Ms. Friedson stated that she was a member of SOC II.  She discussed the
proposed grading addressed in the Draft EIR and the types of trucks and number
of truck trips required for this amount of grading.  She did not think the Draft EIR
satisfactorily addressed the Mitigation Measures required for the damage caused
by the grading activity including construction noise impacts to sensitive habitats.  
The transport of soil from one location to another would not be required since the
Project proposes that cut and fill be balanced on-site.  Refer to Response to
Comment Nos. 54O, 217A and 217B.  Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 96
through 100 submitted by this commentor.

277C. Ms. Friedson also felt the City should be wary in allowing golf fairways and holes in
a geologically questionable location.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11R and 18I-15.

277D. Ms. Friedson did not think the Draft EIR sufficiently addressed the netting that would
be required to achieve golf safety.  

A Peer Review and Safety Analysis of the proposed golf course design concluded
that safety netting was not warranted.  Moreover, as noted in Section 3.0, Project
Description, no netting is proposed for either the golf course or the golf practice
facility.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

277E. Ms. Friedson felt the World War 2 bunker and Nike site should be preserved for
historical protection.  
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Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 23A and 23C, 158B.  

277F. Ms. Friedson felt the SOC II proposal was environmentally superior.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that if the "No Project" Alternative
is the “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an
environmental superior alternative among the other alternatives.  Further, the
alternative should have the ability to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1C and 1D.  

Comment No. 278
Joan Carbonel, Resident

278A. Ms. Carbonel stated she supported the project and the community access to trails
and vistas that do not currently exist. 

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 279
Stasys Petravicius, Resident

279A. Mr. Petravicius felt the Draft EIR too easily mitigated the problems associated with
the project.  He felt the major land use change to the upper Point Vicente park could
not be mitigated.  Therefore, he supported the SOC II proposal, for which mitigation
would be not needed.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Additionally, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18B, 55C, and 265A.

Comment No. 280
William Tolliffe, Resident

280A. Mr. Tolliffe felt the project proposal would result in fragmented habitat.  He also
commented that the plants and wildlife would be subject to disturbance by errant
golf balls, golfers in search of lost golf balls, abnormal water, the use of herbicides
and pesticides, and the activities of maintenance crews and machinery.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1N, 5G, 96C, and 134C.  Additionally refer to
Comment No. 228 submitted by this commentor.
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280B. Mr. Tolliffe stated that the grading and watering of the golf course would alter the
established drainage patterns and affect soil stability.  He felt that further analysis
of golf course watering, drainage patterns and loss of percolation area was needed.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54J and 201D. 

280C. Mr. Tolliffe noted that the driving range presented a danger of flying golf balls to
residents and churchgoers as well as motorists.  He felt that tees should be at least
300 yards from the roadway. 

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 50B and 78B. 

280D. Mr. Tolliffe felt the proposed tunnel needed further study, as it would create traffic
and utility problems during its construction, and could be too steep for golf carts. 
Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O, 99A, 99B and 228E.  Additionally, the
Grading Plan for Tentative Parcel Map 26073 (October 2, 2000) which illustrates
the proposed tunnel (Detail “A”) is available for review at the Planning, Building, and
Code Enforcement Department at the City Hall. 

Comment No. 281
Barbara Sattler, Resident

281A. Ms. Sattler stated that the biological resource section of the Draft EIR referred to
several surveys that had been done.  She felt the complete detailed reports of the
surveys should be available, but are not, in the appendix.  She questioned how the
surveys were performed.  She felt the cumulative affect of multiple developments
occurring in Southern California could be devastating to many species of wildlife.
She felt that some of the conclusions of less than significant impact in the Draft EIR
seemed to be based on mitigation outlined in the LPHCP (Long Point Habitat
Conservation Plan), however she noted that the LPHCP had not been presented
to the public, was not a part of the EIR, and had not been approved as a habitat
protection plan.  Therefore, she felt that no satisfactory mitigation should be
assumed based on the LPHCP.  She opposed using public land for golf, and did not
want the zoning changed.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18D, 200A, 200B, 200C, 54L.  Additionally,
refer to Comment Nos. 200 and 201 submitted by this commentor.
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Comment No. 282
Alfred Sattler, Resident

282A. Mr. Sattler stated that he supported the SOC II alternative, and discussed the
preservation of wildlife and habitat.  He felt the no project alternative (existing
entitlements on Long Point) and the SOC II proposal combined should be an
alternative.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the
City for consideration.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 1G. 

Comment No. 283
Lily Van Patten, Resident

283A. Ms. Van Patten read a statement from Daphne Clarke who was not able to attend
the meeting.  Ms. Clark did not feel the upper Point Vicente Park land should be
included in the NCCP plan, which she understood was for private property.  She
supported a plan for the Long Point property that did not include the use of public
land for private financial gain.    

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Section 7.9 of the Draft EIR, Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative, provides
an analysis of the SOC II Alternative.  It should be noted that the SOC-II Alternative
is presented for comparison purposes only and no formal proposal is before the
City for consideration.  Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 1G.

Comment No. 284
Barry Holchin, Resident
Representing the Palos Verdes/South Bay Sierra Club

284A. Mr. Holchin stated that he was the conservation chair for the Palos Verdes/South
Bay Sierra Club.  He stated that he supported the Point Vicente Park enhancement
alternative as an environmentally superior alternative.  He opposed any alternative
that proposes development of the public land.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1C, 1D, and 18D.  Additionally, refer to
Comment Nos. 17 and 18 submitted by this commentor.
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284B. Mr. Holchin stated that short term and long term air quality impacts in conflict with
the AQMD and RCPG were anticipated with this project.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 18J, 96B, 112A.  

284C. Mr. Holchin noted indirect impacts on electricity and natural gas consumption from
this project were considered significant.  He felt that energy conservation should be
an integral part of the project design including, but not limited to, design of all
structures to use passive solar heating where possible, use of alternative energy
sources whenever possible, and use of fluorescent lighting wherever possible.   
Refer to Response to Comment No. 17D.  

284D. Mr. Holchin stated that wildlife movement must not be disrupted with
fragmentational barriers and coastal access must be maintained.  He asked that a
trail committee established for the project that includes representatives from the
Sierra Club.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1I, 1N, 17F.  

Comment No. 285
Jess Morton, Resident 
Representing the Coastal Conservation Coalition

285A. Mr. Morton stated that he was speaking for the Coastal Conservation Coalition.  He
stated that he would submit detailed, written comments of concerns at a later date.
He discussed Section 5.3-1.  He stated his serious reservations with the section in
that there were many misspellings and inconsistent taxonomy.  He felt there were
many species not included in the analysis or the analysis done was inadequate.
He specifically noted the El Segundo Blue Butterfly, which is protected under the
Endangered Species Act, and which he believed to be known on the Point Vicente
Park property.  He did not feel the species was addressed properly in the Draft EIR.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1H and 1K.  Additionally, refer to Comment No.
5 submitted by this commentor’s organization.

285B. Mr. Morton discussed Section 5.3-2 relating to habitat conservation plan as an
alternative to the NCCP.  He felt that any implication that a habitat conservation
plan could be presented as some sort of active working document is mistaken.  He
felt it was very unlikely that while the NCCP was being considered any habitat
conservation plan would be considered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or
California Fish and Game.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 200C.
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Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

285C. Mr. Morton discussed Section 5.3-3 regarding wildlife movement.  He felt that the
upper Point Vicente area was crucial for the Palos Verdes Peninsula and was not
adequately addressed in the NCCP.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 1I and 1N.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  

285D. Mr. Morton concluded by stating that if the Upper Point Vicente Area was included
in the Project the cumulative impacts could not be mitigated.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5A and 39B.  

Comment No. 286
Angelika Brinkmann Busi
Representing the South Coast California Native Plant Society 

286A. Ms. Brinkmann stated she was speaking on behalf of the South Coast California
Native Plant Society.  She stated this was the first EIR she had reviewed that did
not include a list of plants currently found on the site.  She noted that the Draft EIR
stated that surveys have been done, however the surveys and results were not
included in the Draft EIR or appendix.  She too noted many misspellings of plant
names in the report and many erroneous definitions.  She also felt the Draft EIR
contradicted itself in many areas and pointed out the definition of "wildlife corridor”
and it’s use in the report as an example.  She stated that a survey of the
gnatcatcher had been recently done and was not included or mentioned in the Draft
EIR.  She thought Dr. Atwood’s past studies of gnatcatchers should be referenced,
as the upper Point Vicente site has a high fledgling production rate.  She felt the
proposed habitat design and the NCCP preferred designs were not her preferred
designs.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1H, 1J, 1K and 1N.  

The preparers of the Draft EIR are not aware of any recent gnatcatcher surveys that
have been conducted on the Project site.  Dr. Atwood’s studies are discussed on
Page 5.3-34 of the Draft EIR.  Comments are noted and will be considered by the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Additionally, refer to Comment No. 1 submitted by this commentor.
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Comment No. 287
Holly Cain, Resident

287A. Ms. Cain felt the Draft EIR used “no significant impact” too freely throughout the
report and felt impacts should be looked at much more carefully.  She supported
no golf course development on the upper Point Vicente area and supported the
SOC II proposal.  She felt that impacts to historical resources, risk of hazardous
materials from pesticides and loss of existing pedestrian trails would all be
significant.

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1N, 5I, 17F, 23A, 23C, 54H, 55C and 158B.
Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 50 and 51 submitted by this commentor.

As noted in Section 5.10, Public Health and Safety, implementation of the proposed
Project may create a significant hazard to the public and the environment through
the disposal of hazardous materials.  Several areas of concern were documented
during the site inspections on March 2, 1998 and September 6, 2000.  These are
illustrated on Exhibit 5.10-1, Areas of Concern.  Additionally, review of available
environmental documentation and interviews indicate that previous uses within the
Project site may have resulted in potential adverse environmental conditions.
Specific uses include military use, some of the former Marineland structures, and
the agricultural operations.  Impacts associated with the site conditions and the
historical use of the Project site are considered significant unless mitigated.
Impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the
specified Mitigation Measures.

Comments are noted and will be considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Comment No. 288
Robert Haase, Resident

288A. Mr. Haase felt the Draft EIR was not sufficiently specific, did not supply quantities,
and did not supply facts.  He felt that public parkland has long been recognized as
being essential for man’s well being, spiritual as well as physical.  He did not feel
the public land should be given to a private developer for financial gain.  He felt the
City should not consider the Draft EIR, and that the process was a charade.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 18D.  Comments are noted and will be
considered by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  Additionally, refer to Comment No.
115 submitted by this commentor.
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Comment No. 289
Ann Shaw, Resident

289A. Ms. Shaw stated she was a member of SOC II.  She noted Section 7.1 (the no
development alternative).  She did not feel proper mitigation was discussed for the
two golf holes that were so close to Palos Verdes Drive South (holes 3 and 4) under
Alternative 5 supported by the Developer.  She felt liability could result from the
project as proposed, and that safety issues of the alternative 5 design should be
reassessed.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.  Additionally, refer to Comment Nos. 208
and 209 submitted by this commentor.

Comment No. 290
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner

290A. Vice Chairman Clark stated that in reviewing the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR he
did not see any consideration of egress onto 1st Street in San Pedro.  He felt that
should be addressed in the EIR.  He further did not feel the alternative for the
proposed Project to be built only on Long Point property was sufficiently addressed
in the Draft EIR.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 11W and 77E.

Comment No. 291
Commissioner Mueller

291A. Commissioner Mueller questioned whether the traffic analysis included employees,
delivery vehicles and trips, and other operational impacts, as the term “patrons”
seemed limiting.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 26A.

Comment No. 292
Commissioner Paulson 

292A. Commissioner Paulson questioned why certain survey data was not included in the
Biological sections of the document.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 200A.
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Comment No. 293
Commissioner Cartwright

293A. Commissioner Cartwright noted the lack of input from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the California Department of Fish and Game as of this time.

It should be noted that comments have been received by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game, and are included as
Comment Letters Nos. 24 and 25.
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CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES 
ORAL COMMENTS AT TRAFFIC COMMITTEE ON MARCH 26, 2001

Comment No. 294
Rowland Driskell, Resident

294A. Passed out handouts to go along with his testimony.  Stated that at Hawthorne
Blvd. and PVDS, there will be an increase of 51% in traffic making a right turn and
a 47% increase in traffic going down hill after project is completed per EIR. 

Handouts referenced in this comment are the same as Comment No. 76.
Therefore, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 64A and 76A.

294B. Feels that the criteria of the report are for more of a compacted high-density area.

As noted in the traffic study, the analysis follows the County of Los Angeles traffic
study guidelines and is intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis
guidelines set forth in the latest Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared
by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency (MTA).

294C. In addition, the market at Golden Cove Plaza is going to be turned into Montessori
School, which will generate 400 students.  Left hand turns out of Via Rivera and left
hand turns out of Vallon, onto Hawthorne are extremely dangerous and already
critical. 

The other development included within the traffic study included those projects that
were proposed within the study area at the time the traffic study was prepared.  

Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR provides a cumulative impact assessment for each
applicable environmental issue, and does so to a degree which reflects each
impact’s severity and likelihood of occurrence.  The cumulative analysis took into
consideration the relevant past, present and probable future projects producing
related or cumulative impacts (refer to Table 4.1, Approved and Pending Projects
in Rancho Palos Verdes).  The information in Table 4.1 regarding potential other
development was obtained from previous traffic studies in the study area and City
of Rancho Palos Verdes staff based on the available data at the time the Draft EIR
was completed.  Further, it should be noted that a more intense grocery store was
included in the analysis in lieu of the school proposed at the market.  

Comment No. 295
Dena Friedson, Resident

295A. See attached document.
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The document referenced in this comment is the same as Comment No. 99.
Therefore, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 99A through 99E.

Comment No. 296
Tom Redfield, Resident

296A. Regarding the intersection of PVDE & PVDS, traffic has greatly increased.  In future
planning please consider a signal at this site. Possibly re-configure PVDS.  Feels
it is definitely a safety issue.  

As noted in the traffic study, the intersection of Palos Verdes Drive East/Palos
Verdes Drive South is projected to operate at Level of Service "B" or better during
the peak hours for existing plus ambient growth plus proposed project plus other
development traffic conditions.

Additionally, refer to Response to Comment No. 65A.

296B. The truck traffic is a major concern, during construction in particular. 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 54O.

Comment No. 297
Wendy Force, City of Palos Verdes Estates Public Works Department

297A. Has deep concerns regarding anticipated significant traffic problems. Traffic
analysis provided in EIR makes incorrect assumptions.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3A, 4A, and 294B.

297B. Pages D&F 72 & I&J, in EIR, particularly looking at the intersection of PVDS
approaching Hawthorne Boulevard, there is a 6-18 % increase in peak times if you
look at figures.  

Comment is noted. 

297C. EIR has no analysis for PVDW & Via Corta.  This intersection is way beyond its
capacity.  

The traffic study follows the County of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines and is
intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis guidelines set forth in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).  Based upon the County of Los
Angeles traffic study guidelines, the study area should include arterial highways,
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freeways, and intersections generally within a one-mile radius of the Project site.
The intersection of Palos Verdes Drive West/Via Corta is not listed as a CMP
arterial monitoring intersection within the Los Angeles County CMP and is located
over 5 miles from the Project site.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 3A.

Comment No. 298
William Tolliffe, Resident

298A. Concerned because some of the golf holes are parallel to PVDS.  Golf balls ending
up in traffic lanes is a concern.  

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

298B. With regards to the tunnel, he would like more information, i.e. how long, how wide,
where?

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O, 99A, 99B, and 228E.  Additionally, the
Grading Plan for Tentative Parcel Map 26073 (October 2, 2000) which illustrates
the proposed tunnel (Detail “A”) is available for review at the Planning, Building, and
Code Enforcement Department at the City Hall. 

Comment No. 299
Ann Shaw, Resident

299A. In favor of Resort on Long Point [only], however we need to take a closer look at
the angle of Hole No. 2 of the Golf Course.  Balls are being shot onto PVDS.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B.

Comment No. 300
Action Taken

300A. PVDE at PVDS:  Potential area for traffic signal with shared costs.  Comes down
at a right angle per Member Hildebrand.  Member Schurmer, careful consideration
should be  given to PVDE Plan.  No conduit going in at this intersection at this time
per Dean Allison.  Is a backbone system to be installed initially?  Chair Jones:
What is the maximum [number of] signals that could be installed on PVDS?  Per
Dean Allison probably 2 at this time. 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 296A.
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Comment No. 301
Committee Member Covey

301A. In favor of having resort at Long Point.  Knows it will generate traffic, however how
much traffic did Marineland generate over a weekend?  She thinks that a proper
exit can be designed.   Also, correct the direction of golf holes so golf balls do not
go outside of golf range.

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is produced or attracted to
a development.  The traffic generation for this project has been estimated, based
upon the specific land uses which have been planned for the proposed
development.  The trip generation rates within the traffic study are based upon the
latest data collected by the Institute of Transportation (ITE) and San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG).  The rates include all of the trips related
to each specific land use.

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Section 7.0,
Alternatives to The Proposed Project, evaluates the comparative merits of the
Alternatives and the proposed Project as identified in Section 3.0, Project
Description.  Therefore, a comparative analysis of Alternative 7.2 and Marineland
is not required under CEQA.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 50B. 

Comment No. 302
Committee Member Paula Reuben

302A. Pg. 21 section 15 & 16, the level of service calculations were made at A.M. peak
hours May, July and August of 1999.  Regarding the corner of Silver Spur &
Hawthorne Boulevard, Peninsula High School was not in session 2 out of 3 of those
months.  Weekend traffic is also busy at this intersection.  A lot more traffic than
EIR is showing.  

Adjacent to the Peninsula High School, the traffic study recommends the addition
of a southbound right turn lane at the intersection of Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne
Boulevard.  This lane may require the restriction of parking at the north leg of the
intersection.  Students may have to park further north along Silver Spur Road with
the provision of increased capacity at the Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne Boulevard
intersection.  Removal of parking will provide for increased visibility on the north leg
of the Silver Spur Road/Hawthorne Boulevard intersection for pedestrians.
Restriction of on-street parking in the vicinity of schools is generally considered as
a safety improvement.
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302B. See Attachment.  See Pg. 13 re-striping Silver Spur Road.  Hard to reconcile with
existing format on Pg. 18 unless Student crossing is eliminated on both sides of
Silver Spur Road.  Students can not  park on Hawthorne Boulevard neighborhood
streets or shopping center.  The only way to re-stripe the road is to eliminate all
parking on these streets.  What can be done?

The attachment referenced in this comment is the same as Comment No. 194.
Therefore, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O, 26A, 194, and 302A.

Comment No. 303
Committee Member Hildebrand

303A. Regarding Silver Spur & Hawthorne Boulevard.  He reviewed EIR for Avenue of the
Peninsula.  As he recalled, A.M. condition at Silver Spur Road & Hawthorne
Boulevard was very bad.  Afternoon dispersal is spread out over a couple of hour
period.  Is there room for re-striping?  Can left turn be extended further south?
Then you take away another turn in to the parking center.  Cannot do the mitigation
because the width of street does not allow enough space.

Member Reuben:  That particular intersection is shared by two cities.

Refer to Response to Comment No. 302A.

Comment No. 304
Committee Member Covey

304A. Refer back to George Gleghorn’s letter Pg. 2, present proposal has 400 residents
in hotel. 390 + 10 the alternate is #7:14 pg. 7-9 in EIR (Monaghan Proposal) done
back in 1989 and EIR was adopted which is our understanding that is [extended]
every year since and is still in effect.  Present plan says there will 6,263 daily trips,
Monaghan 9,619 daily trips,  difference is 3,512.  This is as a major discrepancy.
Why does the Monaghan report say 3,512.  Finds no reason for that with exception
of new 5.12 package,  Pages 11 & 12 tells us where the 6263 total came from.
Says hotel will have x number in and out etc.

Project trip generation has been adjusted, does not count patron or employees
because they are already on site. Where did the 3,500 difference come from? 

In Member Covey’s letter where she suggested a traffic light at PVDS & PVDE.  Pg.
31, says that 45% of traffic that goes from Long Point to San Pedro will go past
PVDS & PVDE intersection. Monaghan plan still appears to contain an enormous
number of cars.  Pg. 80 tells the 3 intersections they have chosen to provide
mitigating actions, on Pages 8,9,10, 11 they were identified as being a problem.
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E&F are the worst case.  E&F were read by Member Reuben (Existing and Ambient
Growth) are Silver Spur & Hawthorne, Silver Spur & Sepulveda,  Hawthorne &
Pacific Coast Highway & Hawthorne & PVDN.  Also, Western & PVDN.  She feels
that Western at 25th street was included because possibly a mistake was made by
confusion with Western & PVDN.  Should have been traffic count at 1st & Gaffey.
Hawthorne is the most direct route to Long Point.  

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 106B, 216A, 296A and 301A. 

Based on marketing information provided by the project team, the project trip
generation assumes that a percentage of patrons staying at the hotel will use the
other facilities on-site.  The project trip generation has been adjusted to account for
only new trips associated with the project.  This internal use does not constitute a
new project trip as the patron is already on-site.  The project trip generation
assumes that for the retail facilities and restaurants approximately 60% is dedicated
to internal use and 40% to outside community use.  For the health spa/fitness
center use approximately 70% internal use and 30% outside community use has
been assumed.  For the golf course and driving range uses, an assumption of 55%
internal use and 45% outside community use has been used within the traffic study.

As noted in the traffic study, the proposed development is projected to generate
approximately 6,263 trip-ends per day with 313 vehicles per hour during the AM
peak hour and 499 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour.  Without the internal
capture assumptions above, the proposed development is project to generate
approximately 10,455 trip-ends per day with 500 vehicles per hour during the AM
peak hour and 887 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour. 

The traffic study follows the County of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines and is
intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis guidelines set forth in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).  Based upon the County of Los
Angeles traffic study guidelines, the study area should include arterial highways,
freeways, and intersections generally within a one-mile radius of the Project site.
1st Street is located at least 5 miles from the Project site.  In addition, the
intersection of Western Avenue/1st Street is not listed as a CMP arterial monitoring
intersection within the Los Angeles County CMP.
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Comment No. 305
Committee Member Schurmer

305A. Regarding Hawthorne Boulevard, with increase at all levels, then looking at Crest
& Crenshaw. What formula is used to move traffic volumes to   Crenshaw?

Dave Snow/City Planner:   Formula:  Description on bottom of Pg. 27 to top of Pg.
30 Explains formula.  Existing traffic at Hawthorne (Pg. 20).    Pg. 11. trip
generation pg. 29, table 3 & footnote.  8 uses for site from ITE manual. Nationwide
used manual.  What type of traffic is generated by a “Resort Hotel”?  Destination
includes combined trips since all businesses are at same place.  Not double
counting for each use.  

Trip distribution represents the directional orientation of traffic to and from the
Project site.  Trip distribution is heavily influenced by the geographical location of
the site, the location of residential, commercial and recreational opportunities and
the proximity to the regional freeway system.  The directional orientation of traffic
was determined by evaluating existing land uses and highways within the
community and existing traffic volumes.  It should also be noted that the resort hotel
will provide directional assistance within promotional material that would affect
patrons driving patterns for visiting the Project site.

Comment No. 306
Committee Member Wall

306A. Why wouldn’t we see more traffic on the freeway if people are staying at the resort
all day.  

As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, the Congestion Management Plan
(CMP) for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual
development projects of potential regional significance be analyzed.  The project
will not add 150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM or PM peak
hours along the I-110 Freeway and, therefore, no CMP analysis is required.

Comment No. 307
Committee Member Covey

307A. Regarding Pg. 31, percentage of traffic coming south on Harbor Freeway  to Gaffey
Street.   Employees living in area. Trips interacting in area.  How many employees
do you expect to have :  No number in traffic study.  Ratio of employees to rooms,
plus 3 shifts.
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Member Schurmer:  Potential carpooling  or mass transit for employees?  Has that
been addressed in any way?  

The traffic study project trip generation is not based on employees.  The
hotel/meeting facility, casitas units and resort villas are based on rooms.  The retail
facilities, restaurants and health spa/fitness center are based on thousand square
feet.  The golf course is based on the number of holes provided and the driving
range is based on acreage.

The traffic reducing potential of public transit has not been considered in the traffic
study.  Essentially, the traffic projections are “conservative” in that public transit has
the potential to reduce the traffic volumes.

Also, refer to Response to Comment No. 26A.

Comment No. 308
Committee Member Hildebrand

308A. Hawthorne Blvd. is a major problem.  At PVDN, only place in LA County that has
run away car lanes.

Long Point  tunnel causes him much consternation.  Not a traffic issue unless it
collapses.  There will be acts of vandalism.  City will own the tunnel when the
project is completed.  If we could have 100% maintenance on tunnel, this should
cut down on some of the vandalism. 

Director Allison:  Yet to be determined who would maintain.

As noted in Section 5.12, Traffic and Circulation, the Project itself is expected to
have a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Hawthorne Boulevard/Palos
Verdes Drive North.  Implementation of the mitigation specified in the Traffic Impact
Analysis would result in no remaining significant impacts.

Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O, 99A, 99B, and 228E.

Comment No. 309
Committee Member Hildebrand

309A. Significant disruption in traffic while being rebuilt.  Could have future trouble with
tunnel collapsing.   Looks like approximately 250 ft. long.  

Also, an awful lot of parking spaces .  200 square feet per car.    6 acres of
property.  1,300 parking spaces.  Why so many for hotel with only 200 rooms.    
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Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 54O, 99A, 99B, and 228E.

The proposed hotel would include as many as 550 accommodation rooms and 32
villas.  Also, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 26C, 26H, 26I, 26J, 26K and 26M.

Comment No. 310
Committee Member Hildebrand

310A. When Marineland opened, it had a lot of traffic.  At Forrestal, on weekends, it was
hard to get across.  Are there plans for a light there?  Significant that we take a look
at numbers, traffic counts when Marineland was open.

The traffic study follows the County of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines and is
intended to be consistent with traffic impact analysis guidelines set forth in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).  Additionally, refer to Response to
Comment No. 301A.

Comment No. 311
Michael Mohler, Applicant

311A. Will investigate hole angles at Golf Course.  Will take a look at the intersection of
Silver Spur & Hawthorne.  Will investigate the 6263 number of daily trips from hotel,
seems to be concern over decrease in numbers.  Will investigate installing a signal
at PVDS & PVDE (per EIR ).  Any mass transit for employees of resort?  Why there
will be 1,300 parking spaces designated to resort?

Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 296A, 302A, 304A, 307A and 309A.

Comment No. 312
George Gleghorn, Resident

312A. Mr. Gleghorn asked for inclusion of 4 Page document.  Regarding Section 7.2 of
the Draft EIR, Traffic & Circulation, there seems to be conflicting data gathered from
two different Firms with 50% difference in numbers.  

The document noted in this comment is included as Comment No. 106.  Therefore,
refer to Response to Comment No. 106B.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

Comment No. 313
John J. Reynolds, Regional Director, Pacific West Region
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
April 9, 2001

313A. Refer to the Responses to Public Agencies Section of this document.

Response to Comment No. 314
Peter Akhotnikoff, General Superintendent 
California Water Service Company
April 13, 2001

314A. Refer to the Responses to Public Agencies Section of this document.

Response to Comment No. 315
Steve Smith, Ph.D., Program Supervisor 
South Coast Air Quality Management District
April 20, 2001

315A. Refer to the Responses to Public Agencies Section of this document.

Response to Comment No. 316
Danny Kolker, Planning Analyst 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
May 10, 2001

316A. Refer to the Responses to Public Agencies Section of this document.
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